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FORE WORD 
This report contains the results of work performed under 
contract No. NASW-2176, for the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration (NASA). The project was administered for NASA by 
Mr. Ronald M. Konkel. At ~attelle's Columbus Laboratories, the project 
was under the administrative control of Mr. James A. Bontadelli, 
Management Systems Group. Mr. Robert N. Pesut was project leader of 
the study. Contributions to the research effort were made by G. Beatty, 
N. Wiard, D. Molnar, N. Lobdell, T. Stohr, D. Metcalfe, and F. Cesario. 
Presented are the results of a survey of aerospace employees 
affected by reductions in NASA contracts. The study was primarily 
directed toward data gathering rather than analysis. Time considerations 
dictated an early summarization of the basic survey results in sufficient 
detail to make the data available to various potential users. As a 
consequence, the report is heavily detailed in the presentation of the 
statistics gathered through the survey. Those readers seeking a general 
overview of the survey results, without the detail of the main body of 
this report, are referred to the report summary. 
The report is organized topically in the following order: 
e Introduction and Purpose of the Study 
e Methodology and Conduct of Study 
e Characteristics of the Survey Subjects 
e Analysis of Survey Data: 
- Extent and Duration of Unemployment 
- Utilization of Aerospace Skills 
- Economic Impact 
- Relocation ~xperience/Mobility 
- Job Search and Assistaqce 
. i  
e Data Processing Procedures 
The executive summary and conclusions preceding the main body of the 
report basically follows the same organization. 
In addition to the data summaries prdvided by this report, more 
detail is available in a separate document, the technical addendum to this 
report, containing the computer tabulations generated for the study. 
Computer tapes containing the basic data collected for the survey have 
been provided to the Cost and Economic Analysis Branch, Office of 
Administration, The National Aeronautics and Space Administration. 
Researchers interested in this data should contact this agency. 
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REPORT SUMMARY 
This repor t  contains the  r e s u l t s  of a survey of aerospace employees 
affected by reductions i n  NASA contracts ,  conducted by ~ a t t e l l e ' s  Columbus 
Laboratories (BCL) f o r  the  National Aeronautics and Space Administration. 
I n i t i a l l y ,  NASA contacted various persons i n  the  Office of Management 
and Budget, the  Nationa 1 Aeronautics and Space Council, the  National Science 
Foundation, and the  Department of Labor, .seeking information on workers 
displaced a s  a r e s u l t  of the cutbacks i n  NASA programs. These contacts 
indicated t ha t  not enough was known about the  short-term adjustments i n  the  
labor market f o r  these persons. NASA a l so  contacted the Aerospace Industr ies  
Association and some of the  agency's major contractors i n  the  aerospace 
industry. Short questionnaires were sent  t o  nine major contractors  requesting 
information on how these companies had achieved major NASA employment reductions 
(i.e., the  extent: t o  which they were able t o  "absorb" reductions within the 
company and the  extent  of the ac tua l  layoffs from the NASA cutback). The 
r e s u l t s  of any follow-up s tud ies  tha t  the companies may have conducted on 
t h e i r  own i n i t i a t i v e  of laid-off  workers were a l s o  requested. 
The most important f indings of t h i s  preliminary survey from 8 
companies representing 30 separate establishments were: 
(1) F o r t y  thousand (40,000) l a y o f f s  r e s u l t e d  from 
NASA cutbacks a t  t h e  30 e s t ab l i shmen t s  between 
June 1966 and June 1970. Seventeen thousand 
fou r  hundred (17,400) occurred during FY 1970. 
(2) Over t h e  whole pe r iod  1966-1970, t h e  r a t i o  of 
l a y o f f s  t o  t o t a l  NASA-related employment 
r educ t ions  was 0.70. During FY 1970, t h i s  r a t i o  
r o s e  t o  0.97. 
(3) P r o j e c t e d  l a y o f f s  during FY 1971 w i l l  be  only 
about one-half a s  l a r g e  a s  those  dur ing  1970. 
The sk i l l -mix  of t h e  FY 1971 r educ t ion  w i l l  be  
h ighe r .  During FY 1971, t h e  pe rcen t  of  t o t a l  
employment r educ t ions  i n  t h e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  
c a t e g o r i e s  w i l l  be  49.2 pe rcen t ,  a s  opposed t o  
36.7 pe rcen t  dur ing  FY 1970. 
( 4 )  Seve ra l  c o n t r a c t o r s  r epo r t ed  t h a t  a s  many a s  
one-half of t h e i r  d i sp l aced  workers were 
p r e s e n t l y  unemployed. 
I n  order  t o  g a i n  f u r t h e r  information on these  d i sp l aced  workers,  
NASA con t r ac t ed  wi th  BCL t o  conduct a  mai l  survey of t h e s e  persons.  The 
survey was d i r e c t e d  toward c o l l e c t i n g  d a t a  f o r  t h e  fo l lowing  a r e a s  of 
i n t e r e s t :  
(1) The r a t e  and d u r a t i o n  of unemployment among 
d i sp l aced  aerospace workers ; 
(2) The e x t e n t  of underemployment among those workers 
who had found re-employment a s  evidenced by 
changes i n  occupat iona l  l e v e l s  and/.or s a l a r y  
l e v e l s  ; 
(3) D i f f e r e n t i a l  p a t t e r n s  of  unemployment and 
underemployment among va r ious  s k i l l  groups; 
( 4 )  Losses t o  Fede ra l  and S t a t e  budgets  r e s u l t i n g  
from unemployment; 
( 5 )  The e x t e n t  of geographic and occupat iona l  
mob i l i t y  among d i sp l aced  workers. 
A s  an i n i t i a l  s t ep  i n  the  survey, a universe l i s t i n g  of displaced 
workers t o  be sampled was requested by NASA from the  preliminary survey of 9 
NASA contrac tors .  These con t rac to r s  had been screened t o  assure t h a t  those 
se lec ted  f o r  t h e  survey would include t h e  most s i g n i f i c a n t  NASA-induced 
contrac tor  layoffs .  Spec i f i c  p l a n t s  were se lec ted  f o r  t h e  survey only i f  
t o t a l  p l a n t  employment declined s i g n i f i c a n t l y  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  the NASA 
cutback. The p l a n t s  were a l s o  se lec ted  t o  achieve represen ta t ive  geographic 
coverage, Mailing l i s t s  f o r  displaced workers from twenty-one establishments 
represent ing seven con t rac to r s  were obtained. The companies and p l a n t  
locat ions  se lec ted  were the  following: 
(1) Bendix 
Kennedy Space Center, F lor ida  (Apollo Launch Support) 
Various loca t ions  (Manned Space F l i g h t  Network Operations) 
(2) Boeing 
New Orleans, Louisiana (SIC Stage) 
Huntsvi l le ,  Alabama (Saturn V Systems Integra t ion and GSE) 
Kennedy Space Center, F lor ida  (Launch Operations) 
Houston, Texas (Technical Support) 
Washington, D. C ,  (Technical Support) 
(3) Chrysler 
Huntsvil le ,  Alabama (SIB Vehicle In tegra t ion and GSE) 
Kennedy Space Center, F lor ida  (SIB Cape Support) 
New Orleans, Louisiana (SIB Stage) 
(4 )  Grumman 
Various locat ions  (Lunar Module Manufacturing and Support) 
(5) ~ c ~ o n n e l l / ~ o u g ; l a s  
Huntington Beach, Ca l i fo rn ia  (SIVB Stage, Delta)  
Sacramento, Cal i fornia  (Stage Testing - SIVB Stage) 
Santa Monica, Ca l i fo rn ia  (Program Support) 
Flor ida  Test  Center (Launch Operatione) 
Vandenberg Test Center, Cal i fornia  (Launch Operations) 
(6) North American Rockwell 
~ o w n e y / ~ e a l  Beach, Ca l i fo rn ia  (CSM, S I I  Stage) 
MTF, Miss iss ippi  ( S t a t i c  Test ing - S I I  Stage) 
iii 
Kennedy Space Center ,  F l o r i d a  (Launch Operat ions)  
Canoga Park,  C a l i f o r n i a  (F-1 and 5-2 Engines) 
(7) R.C.A. 
P r ince ton ,  New J e r s e y  (TIROS and NIMBUS) 
The ma i l ing  l i s ts  included a l l  persons  a t  each p l a n t  l o c a t i o n  l a i d  o f f  a s  
a r e s u l t  of r educ t ions  i n  NASA funding between June 1968 and October 1970. 
( M c ~ o n n e l l / ~ o u g l a s  and Grumman provided only p a r t i a l  l i s t i n g s  . ) The mail ing 
l i s t s  inc luded  27,171 persons.  I n  Chart  A,  t h e  average l eng th  of s e r v i c e  
and average weekly wage o r  s a l a r y  a t  time of l ayo f f  is presented  f o r  t h e s e  
persons. The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of t h e  d i sp l aced  workers among t h e  c o n t r a c t o r s  
is a l s o  shown. 
The l i s t i n g  of persons was s t r a t i f i e d  by t h e  company and p l a n t  
l o c a t i o n  from which they  were l a i d  o f f ,  and according t o  t h e i r  s k i l l  c l a s s i f i -  
c a t i o n ,  and ordered  by d a t e  of  l ayo f f  w i t h i n  t h e  s t r a t i f i c a t i o n .  
A sys t ema t i c  sample of 5,000 persons was s e l e c t e d  from t h e - s t r a t i f i e d ,  
ordered l i s t i n g ,  a s su r ing  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  i n  t h a t  t h e  sample h a s  t h e  same 
d i s t r i b u t i o n  a s  t h e  un ive r se  i n  terms of company and p l a n t  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  
s k i l l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  and d a t e  of l a y o f f .  
A d e t a i l e d  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  was developed f o r  t h e  survey based upon 
d i scuss ions  wi th  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  from BCL, NASA, t h e  Of f i ce  of Management 
and Budget, t he  Bureau of Labor S t a t i s t i c s ,  and t h e  Nat iona l  Science 
Foundat ion. 
The ques t ionna i r e  was m a i l e d . t o  t h e  sample of 5,000 persons ,  and 
a follow-up l e t t e r  and q u e s t i o n n a i r e  were mailed t o  nonrespondents.  The 
i n i t i a l  mai l ing  r e s u l t e d  i n  2,017 r e t u r n s  and the  follow-up ma i l ing  y i e lded  
a d d i t i o n a l  502 r e t u r n s .  Nondel iverable  ques t ionna i r e s  r e tu rned  numbered 
318. Ques t ionnai res  cont inue  t o  a r r i v e  b u t  could not  be processed 
i n  t i m e  t o  b e  used i n  t h i s  r e p o r t .  The response  r a t e ,  based on 
de l ive red  ques t ionna i r e s ,  r ep re sen ted  by t h e  2,519 r e t u r n s  processed 
f o r  t h e  r e p o r t ,  i s  53.8%. Chart  B summarizes t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of 
ques t ionna i r e s  mailed, and r e t u r n s  by s k i l l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  It i s  
encouraging t o  no te  t h a t  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of r e t u r n s  c l o s e l y  p a r a l l e l s  
t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of mailed ques t ionna i r e s ,  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  t h e  r e t u r n s  
a r e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of a l l  s k i l l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  i n  t h e  p ropor t ions  t h a t  they 
appeared i n  t h e  o r i g i n a l  l i s t i n g ,  and a r e  no t  b iased  toward any p a r t i c u l a r  
Number Average Average Weekly 
Company of Layoffs Years of Service  Sa la ry  or  Wage 
Bend i x  896 2,54 $177 
Boe ing 
Chrysler 
Grumrnan 
North American Rockwell 16,621 
RCA 40 5.76 247 
To ta l  27,171 7.00 $184 
CHART A. AVERAGE YEARS OF SERVICE AND BASE WEEKLY 
SALARIES FOR THE UNIVERSE LISTING 
Distribution Distribution 
of Questionnaires of Skill 
2.2% Officials 
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& Engineers 459 
11.7 Professional J 523 
Administrative 
1058 
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Labor 
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CHART B. DISTRIBUTION OF SAMPLE AND RESPONSES BY SKILL CLASSIFICATION 
group of s k i l l s .  The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of r e tu rns  by company and p lan t  loca t ion  
(not shown) a l s o  c lose ly  p a r a l l e l e d  the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  f o r  t h i s  universe. 
The r e s u l t s  of the  study therefore  can be considered t o  be represen ta t ive  of 
what 's happening t o  major NASA con t rac to r s  i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  and the  whole 
aerospace - indust ry  i n  general .  
In  Chart C ,  the  employment s t a t u s  reported by the  respondents i s  
ehown. Only about one-third of t h e  displaced workers have found what they 
consider t o  be permanent employment. Over 60 percent  a r e  unemployed or 
employed a t  what they consider t o  be temporary jobs. The remainder have 
l e f t  the  work force  f o r  various reasons ( r e t i r e d ,  vacation,  family responsi-  
b i l i t i e s ,  e t c . ) .  
Chart shows the  indus t r i e s  i n  which the  permanently employed 
respondents have found re-employment. Almost one-fourth of these have gone 
t o  o ther  manufacturing. Another one-fourth went i n t o  t r ade  and se rv ices  
( t ranspor ta t ion ,  cormnunications, u t i l i t i e s ,  wholesale and r e t a i l  t rade ,  
f inance,  insurance, r e a l  e s t a t e  and education). One-fourth went i n t o  other 
indus t r i e s  including agr icu l tu re ,  mining, construction,  and miscellaneous 
f i e l d s .  About 18 percent  found re-employment i n  aerospace and 9 percent  
i n  government (Federal, S t a t e ,  and loca l ) .  
The average length of unemployment by s k i l l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  i s  
ehown i n  Chart E ,  and the  average percent  of time unemployed s ince  layoff .  
The average length of unemployment i s  31weeks, and t h e  average percent  of 
time unemployed s ince  layoff  is 46 percent.  
Chart F shows the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of those persons s t i l l  unemployed, 
by s k i l l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  contras ted  with the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of a l l  respondents, 
by s k i l l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  The profess ional  adminis t ra t ive ,  o f f i c e  and c l e r i c a l ,  
semiskil led labor ,  unsk i l l ed  labor ,  and se rv ice  workers s k i l l s  have higher 
l e v e l s  of unemployment than t h e i r  r epresen ta t ion  i n  the  re tu rns .  Technicians 
seem t o  prosper bes t  with a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  lower l e v e l  of unemployment than 
t h e i r  r epresen ta t ion  i n  the  responses. 
unemployment by geographic locat ion i s  shown i n  Chart G. The 
unemployment s i t u a t i o n  i n  Cal i fornia  is the  worst by f a r .  While about 58 
percent  of the  respondents were l a i d  o f f  from p lan t s  i n  Cal i fornia ,  almost 
72 percent  of the  unemployed workers a r e  from t h i s  area.  
v i i  
v i i i  
urrxce sc 1. Prot. Tech. Office Ski l led  Semi- & Unclass. 
& & Adm. & Labor Unskill- 
Mgrs . Eng . Cler ica l  ed Labor 
& Service 
Workers 
Total  
Number Unen~ployed 14 136 109 111 120 114 126 3 2 762 
NumberinWorkForce 54 441 284 513 310 381 308 100 2391 
% Unemployed i n  
Work Force 25.9 30.8 38.4 21,6 38.7 29.9 40.9 32.0 31.9 
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Chart H summarizes unemployment by age. Note t h a t  the  unemployment 
l e v e l s  increase  with age ind ica t ing  t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  older persons have i n  
gaining re-employment. Note a l s o  t h a t  the  age groups of 20-24 and 25-34 
years  represent  about 30 percent  of t h e  respondents, ye t  only 18 percent  
of the  unemployed. On t h e  o ther  hand those persons 50 years  of age and over 
represent  only about 25 percent  of the  respondents bu t  they account f o r  over 
37 percent  of t h e  unemployed. 
Unemployment contras ted  with educational  attainment i s  shown i n  
Chart I. Those respondents with no more than a high school education appeav 
t o  have the most d i f f i c u l t y  i n  gaining re-employment. While they represent  41, i d 
about 44 percent of t h e  respondents, they account fo r  50 percent  of t h e  
unemployed. 
Chart J p resen t s  a comparison of present  employment with employ- 
ment a t  time of layoff .  Almost 60 percent  of the  respondents indica ted  t h a t  
the  s k i l l s  they obtained through aerospace employment a re  being used t o  some 
ex ten t  i n  t h e i r  present  employment. Only about 35 percent  r epor t  t h a t  
t h e i r  present  job pays a s  wel l  or  b e t t e r  than t h a t  a t  time of layoff .  
About two-thirds repor t  t h a t  t h e i r  present  f r inge  b e n e f i t s  a re  worse. 
Chart K compares job functions of present  employment with job 
functions of employment a t  time of layoff .  Production and support includes 
production workers, maintenance and support services ,  and o f f i c e  and c l e r i c a l  
support. Administration includes adminis t ra t ive  and s a l e s  and marketing, 
A l a r g e  increase i n  the  adminis t ra t ive  job funct ions  was due t o  increased 
employment l e v e l  i n  s a l e s  and marketing. The l a rge  reduction i n  research,  
design, development, t e s t  and evaluation was due t o  a l a rge  decrease i n  
t e s t  and evaluation job functions.  
Use of aerospace s k i l l s  i s  contras ted  with present  job functions 
i n  Chart L. The highes t  use of s k i l l s  obtained through aerospace employment 
i s  being made i n  research design, development, t e s t  and evaluation and docu- 
mentation. Almost 50 percent  of t h e  respondents with these present  job 
functions ind ica te  t h e i r  present  employment i s  highly r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  s k i l l s  
obtained through aerospace employment. 
I n  Chart PI, use of aerospace s k i l l s  i s  contras ted  with present  
business or  industry of employment. Outside of those persons who have returned 
t o  aerospace employment, the l a r g e s t  use of aerospace s k i l l s  i s  in other  

Resp. i n  Labor Force 
m y  
Unemployment 
School Techni- a t e  Degree Degree Degree 
High c a l  Degree 
School School 
Tota l  
-
Number Unemployed 90 282 152 51  135 2 7 
No. of Respondents 
4 74 1 
S t i l l  i n  Labor 
Force 
% Unemployed 
CHART .I. UNEMPLOYMENT BY EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT 
FOR THOSE STILL I N  LABOR FORCE 
x i i  
Relat ionship of Current Employment To: Highly Related Somewhat Related Not Related a t  A l l  
Aerospace Exper ience 
Educational S k i l l s  
Other Work Experience 34.1 38.1 27.8 
Comparison of Present  Job t o  Job A t  
Time of Layoff With Respect To: Worse Same 
-
Bet te r  
Fringe Benef i t s  
Working Conditions 
F u l l  Use of S k i l l s  
Job Secur i ty  
Commuting Conditions 34 .3  31 .3  34.4 
CHART J. COMPARISON OF PRJ3SENT EMPLOYMENT WITH EMPLOYMENT AT LAYOFF 
Type of Job at ~ayoffl 
& tration Design, menta- 
Support Develop. , t ion 
Test, & 
Eval. 
Toeal 
At Layoff 557 117 553 101 154 
Present 
1482 
556 250 287 44 345 1482 
CHART K. CLXIPARISON OF JOB FUNCTIONS AT TIME OF LAYOFF AND 
PRESENTLY FOR THOSE WHO HAVE FOUND RJl-EMPLOYMENT 
Job Function Hi~hly Related Somewhat Related Not Related at A11 
Production & Support 28.09. 33.29. 38.8% 
Administration 12.5 
Research, Design, Development, 
Test and Evaluation 47.7 
Other 18.1 23.8 58.1 
ClIART L. COMPARISON OF USE OF AEROSPACE SKIUS 
WITH PRESECR JOB FUNCTION 
manufacturing and government. Almost 70 percent  of those persons i n  o the r  
manufacturing use t h e i r  aerospace s k i l l s  t o  some extent .  About fo r ty - f ive  
percent  of those i n  government use t h e i r  aerospace s k i l l s  t o  some extent .  
Chart N summarizes a t t i t u d e s  of respondents toward re tu rn ing  t o  
aerospace.employment. Almost 85 percent  of the  people who do not have 
permanent employment indicated t h a t  they might r e t u r n  t o  aerospace employ- 
ment. ~ f ' t h e s e ,  almost 55 percent  sa id  they d e f i n i t e l y  would re turn .  
This l a t t e r  percentage is i n  sharp con t ras t  t o  the  14 percent  of the  
permanently employed persons who would r e t u r n  t o  aerospace. 
The estimated economic impact of t h e  NASA cutbacks is  shown i n  
Chart 0. Estimated average losses  a r e  shown by employment s t a tus .  The 
ex t rapo la t ion  of these  averages t o  t o t a l  l o s s  f o r  t h e  27,171 displaced 
workers i n  t h e  universe l i s t i n g  used f o r  t h e  study i s  a l s o  shown, These 
f i g u r e s  represent  estimated losses  f o r  the  three-year period covering 1968, 
1969, and 1970. Thus the  estimated Federal revenue loss  of almost 48 
mi l l ion  d o l l a r s  averages t o  about 16 mi l l ion  d o l l a r s  per year. The est imated 
average year ly  S t a t e  and l o c a l  revenue l o s s  i s  about 3 . 8  mil l ion  d o l l a r s ,  
r e s u l t i n g  from S t a t e  and l o c a l  income t a x  and s a l e s  tax  losses .  The personal  
l o s s  ( resu l t ing  from l o s t  wages/salaries,  c o s t s  of job search and re loca t ion ,  
l e s s  government compensation and lump sum payments received,  and l e s s  t h e  
reduction i n  taxes paid) is  estfmated t o  average 2lmost 39 mil l ion  d o l l a r s  
pe r  year f o r  t h e  27,171 displaced workers. Chart P shows t h e  personal  losses  
f u r t h e r  d e t a i l e d  by t h e  f i v e  elements comprising the  est imated losses .  
Chart Q summarizes data  on the  geographic mobil i ty of t h e  respondents. 
As  expected, the  major movement of persons was i n  the  Southeast (Florida,  
Louisiana, Alabama) and i n  t h e  Far  West (California) .  The percentage of 
moves i n t o  these  areas  during t h e  aerospace buildup and moves out  s ince  
t h e i r  l ayof f s  remains r e l a t i v e l y  constant  f o r  the  respondents. 
Reservation salaries/wages f o r  the  unemployed and temporarily 
employed workers a r e  contras ted  with t h e i r  average weekly salary/wages a t  
t h e  time of layoff  i n  Chart R. Reservation s a l a r i e s  a re  the  minimum tha t  
would be accepted f o r  permanent employment. Professfonal  s k i l l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  
( o f f i c i a l s  and managers, s c i e n t i s t s  and engineers,  and profess ional  administra-  
t i v e )  a r e  w i l l i n g  t o  accept permanent jobs i n  t h e i r  present  loca t ion  f o r  the  same 
or lower s a l a r i e s  than they had at: time of layoff .  Unemployed workers a s  a 
Highly Somewhat Not Related 
Business/Industrv Related Related a t  A l l  
Aerospace 72.0% 24.6% 3.4% 
Other Manufacturing 28.2 41.2 30.6 
Trade and Services 7.3 23.2 69.5 
Government 20.5 24.1 55.4 
Other 11.7 28.8 59.5 
CHART M. COMPARISON OF USE OF AEROSPACE SKILLS WITR 
PRESENT BUSINESS OR INDUSTRY OF EMeLOYMENT 
.P.ercent of Total Responding to Question 
Number 
of Reemployed i n  Def in i te ly  
Zespondents Aerospace Er'o t Perheps Yes 
A l l  Respondents 
D.ose Rceqloyed in  
kyna t They Consider t o  
Zs a Pcrmanent Job 818 17.4 
A l l  Other Respondents 1497 9.8 
, CHART N. ATTITUDES OF RESPONDENTS ABOUT RETURNING TO AEIiOSPACE E.'PLOYI,;EtlT 
Average Loss (Survey Respondents) 
Permanently Employed 
Tmporar ily Employed 
Unemployed 
Extrapolated Total Loss (27,171 Employees) 
Permaneatly Employed 
Temporarily Employed 
Unemployed 
Total 
State & 
Federal Local 
Revenue Revenue Persona 1 
Loss - -Loss Loss - 
CHART 0. ESTIMATED ECONOMIC IMPACT OF NASA CUTBACK 
Penaanentlg Employed 
Temporar ilg Employed 
Unemployed 
Personal Losses 
Job Search and 
Average Loss (Survey Respondents) Income Loss Relocation Costs 
Extrapolated Total Loss (27,171 Employees) 1 
Personal Gains 
Savings in Government Lump Sum 
Tax Payments Compensation Paments 
~eirnanent~ Employed 
Temporaril:~ Employed 
Unemployed 
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No. of Respondents 
i n  Area 129 875 . 18 1418 
9 Respondents Moving 
I n t o  Area During 
Buildup 3.1% 26.6% 55.6% 11.0% 
4 Respondents Moving 
Out Since Layoff 1.6% 30.7% 44.4% 14.8Z 
~ e m p o r a r i l ~  I Employed 
Professional  265 
312 
Technician 
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Office & C l e r i c a l  I 17, . 
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whole a r e  wi l l ing  t o  accept permanent employment a t  the same or  lower s a l a r i e s /  . 
wages i n  t he i r  present location.  On the  average, those respondents who would 
1 
accept permanent employment a t  a d i f f e r en t  Location would do so fo r  a weekly 
sa la ry  or wage of about $50 more than they received a t  the time of t h e i r  
layoff. . 
Chart S summarizes mobility cha rac t e r i s t i c s  of the respondents by 
s k i l l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  and educational attainment. The white c o l l a r  professions 
and those with higher educational t ra in ing  tend t o  be more mobile than the  I 
blue co l l a r  workers and those with l e s s  than a bachelor's degree i n  education. 
Information on t he  methods used by the respondents i n  seeking 
employment and the  effect iveness  of these methods a r e  summarized i n  Chart T 
f o r  those respondents who have found e i t he r  permanent or temporary employ- 
ment. The most e f f ec t i ve  methods used were d i r ec t  appl icat ions  t o  employers, 
f r i ends  and r e l a t i ve s ,  and help wanted advertisements. Pr ivate  and s t a t e  
employment agencies, though heavily used, did not appear t o  be e f f ec t i ve  
too l s  a t  a l l  i n  seeking re-employment. 
Chart U summarizes f ac to r s  t ha t  respondents c l a &  caused them 
d i f f i c u l t y  i n  gaining re-employment. The most important fac to r  contributing 
t o  t h e i r  d i f f i c u l t i e s  was the f a c t  tha t  they f e l t  there were no jobs avai lable  
t o  match t h e i r  t r a in ing  and experience. Other s ign i f ican t  f ac to r s  were t ha t  
they f e l t  t ha t  they were e i t h e r  too old or t h a t  the  wage and s a l a ry  o f f e r s  
were too low. 
Further d e t a i l s  of the  r e s u l t s  of t h i s  survey a r e  presented i n  
the main body of t h i s  report .  
I 
Percent Who Moved Percent Who Moved 
To Accept Job From Since Their 
S k i l l  Classification Which Laid Off Lavof f 
Off ic ia ls  & Managers 52.7% 40.0% 
Scient is t s  & Engineers 
Professional Administrative 
Technician 
Office & Cler ica l  
Skilled Labor 
Semi-, Unskilled 6. Service Workers 
Unclassified 
Educational Attainment 
Less Than High School 22.2 19.5 
Hi:h School 22.5 24.1 
Trade/Technical School 28.1 24.6 
As soc i a  te  Degree 26.0 . 29.5 
Bachelor's Degree 40.3 35.3 
Naster's Degree 51.4 39.6 
Doctorate Degree 53.0 35.3 
Methods Used t o  Not Did Not Used and But Did 
Seek Employment Available Use Found Helpful !::,",s;~ 
Assistance from Company from 
Which Laid Off 59.3% 18.0% 4.7% 18.07. 
Labor Unions 63.5 32.2 1.7 2.6 
Professional/~rade Organizations 45.9 42.2 3.2 8.7 
Private Employment Agencies 4.0 47.8 10.4 37.8 
S t a t e  Employment Agencies 3.5 32.0 6.0 58.5 
Friends and Relatives 5.6 27.2 44.0 23.2 
Help Wanted Advertisements 2.6 19.4 28.3 ' 49.7 
Direct Application t o  Employers 1.4 6.8 51.2 40.6 
CHART T. USEFULNESS OF METHODS USED TO SEEK EMPLOYMENT 
(For Those Who Found Employment) 
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INTRODUCTION 
Since F i s c a l  Year 1966, t o t a l  NASA expendi tures  have decreased 
from a  peak annual r a t e  of $5.933 b i l l i o n  t o  t h e  c u r r e n t  r a t e  of 
$3.263 b i l l i o n  i n  F i s c a l  Year 1971. To ta l  agency expendi tures  a r e  
pro jec ted  t o  decrease  by an  a d d i t i o n a l  $217 m i l l i o n  t o  $3.151 b i l l i o n  
dur ing  the  coming f i s c a l  year .  Over t h e  s i x  year  pe r iod ,  F i s c a l  Year 
1966 - F i s c a l  Year 1972, t o t a l  agency expendi tures  have thus  been reduced 
by 42 percent  ( i n  c u r r e n t  d o l l a r s ) .  hshen t h e  e f f e c t s  of i n f l a t i o n  a r e  
taken  i n t o  account ,  t he  r educ t ion  i n  t o t a l  resources  a v a i l a b l e  t o  EASA 
i s  even more s u b s t a n t i a l .  Based on an es t imated  average annual i nc rease  
of 6.6 percent  i n  t h e  c o s t s  of agency purchases s ince  F i s c a l  Year 1966, 
t h e  n e t  r educ t ion  i n  r e a l  agency resources  amounts t o  n e a r l y  64 percent .  
No o t h e r  func t iona l  a r e a  i n  t h e  Federa l  Budget has been reduced by a  
comparable amount. 
T o t a l  employment generated by the  space program has dec l ined  i n  
p ropor t ion  t o  t he  reduct ions  i n  NASA cons t an t  d o l l a r  expendi tures .  Since 
t h e  peak NASA employment l e v e l ,  e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  e a r l y  1966, NASA employment 
has  shown a sharp  dec l ine .  Estimated t o t a l  employment on NASA programs 
i n  e a r l y  1966 was 420,000. The comparable f i g u r e  i n  June,  1971 i s  138,000, 
A t  t h e  peak of the program, thousands of f i rms  were performing work under 
NASA prime and subcon t r ac t s .  A t  t h a t  p o i n t  i n  t ime,  the  space program 
drew resources  from a  wide i n d u s t r i a l  base.  The c o n t r a c t i o n  of NASA 
expendi tures  s i n c e  F i s c a l  Year 1966 has involved s i g n i f i c a n t  changes i n  
the  c o r n p o ~ i t ~ o n  of t o t a l  agency resources .  The most important p o i n t  i n  
terms of p re sen t  economic cond i t i ons  i s  t h a t  whi le  t he  e a r l y  reduct ions  
i n  NASA expendi tures  and employment were d i f f u s e d  throughout t h e  economy, 
more r ecen t  reduct ions  have been concent ra ted  i n  terms of companies, 
l o c a l i t i e s ,  and i n d u s t r i e s .  As t h e s e  employment reduct ions  have become 
more sharp ly  focused,  t h e  problems of absorbing workers d i sp l aced  by t h e  
cutback have become i n c r e a s i n g l y  more d i f f i c u l t .  The abso rp t ion  problem 
has been compounded by the  concurren t  cutbacks i n  defense programs and 
t h e  slowing dotm of t he  gene ra l  economy. 
The economic e f f e c t s  of t he  NASA cutback on companies and 
ind iv idua l s  have va r i ed  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  wi th  t h e  t iming of t he  r educ t ions ,  
As a genera l  r u l e ,  t h e  e a r l y  cutbacks (June, 1966 - June,  1968) were 
absorbed r e l a t i v e l y  eas i ly - - f r equen t ly  c o n t r a c t o r s  were a b l e  t o  o f f s e t  
t he  NASA reduct ions  by t r a n s f e r r i n g  d isp laced  workers t o  DOD o r  commercial 
programs w i t h i n  t h e  same p l a n t .  Even where such in -p l an t  s h i f t s  were 
no t  poss ib l e ,  it i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  d i sp laced  workers could have found 
comparable employment elsewhere given t h e  bouyancy of t h e  aerospace 
i n d u s t r y  and t h e  gene ra l  economy dur ing  t h i s  per iod.  
Beginning i n  mid-1968, t h e  employment s i t u a t i o n  changed 
d r a s t i c a l l y .  Whereas i n  t h e  e a r l i e r  y e a r s  of t he  NASA c o n t r a c t i o n  
( F i s c a l  Year 1966 - F i s c a l  Year 1968),  NASA c o n t r a c t o r s  had on the  average 
been a b l e  t o  "absorb" more than  h a l f  t h e  NASA-related employment reduc- 
t i o n s  w i t h i n  t h e  same p l a n t s  on o t h e r  company bus ines s ;  i n  F i s c a l  Year 
1969 the  p ropor t ion  of NASA employment reduct ions  so-absorbed decreased 
t o  l e s s  t han  one-fourth.  By F i s c a l  Year 1970 t h e . p r o p o r t i o n  had decreased 
t o  about 15 pe rcen t ;  i n  t h e  f i r s t  h a l f  of F i s c a l  Year 1971 it dec l ined  
t o  only 3 pe rcen t .  The displacement problem f o r  NASA c o n t r a c t o r  employees 
was aggravated i n  F i s c a l  Year 1970 because of an  inc rease  i n  t he  employment 
reduct ions  on NASA programs dur ing  t h i s  per iod .  
A s  an  i n i t i a l  a t tempt  t o  c o l l e c t  information on workers d i s -  
placed a s  a  r e s u l t  of cutbacks i n  NASA programs, NASA contac ted  va r ious  
persons i n  t h e  Off ice  of Management and Budget, t h e  National  Aeronautics 
and Space Council ,  t h e  National  Science Foundation, and the  Department of 
Labor. These contacts indicated that not enough was known about the 
short-term adjustments in the labor market for technical personnel, 
NASA also contacted the Aerospace Industries Association and some of the 
agency's major contractors in the aerospace industry. Short questionnaires 
were sent to nine major contractors requesting information on ho~7 these 
companies had achieved major NASA employment reductions (i.e., the extent 
to which they were able to "absorb" reductions within the company and 
the extent of the actual layoffs resulting from the NASA cutback), The 
results of any follow-up questionnaires that the companies may have sent 
on their own initiative to laid-off workers were also requested. 
From this preliminary survey, NASA obtained usable employment 
data (by skill level) from 8 companies representing 30 separate establish- 
ments. In addition, most of these companies were able to provide nailing 
lists of workers laid off due to NASA contract reductions. These =ailing 
lists were used in the NASAIBattelle survey. 
The most important findings of this preliminary NASA survey 
follot~: 
(1) There were 40,000 actual layoffs resulting from NASA 
cutbacks at the 30 survey establishments between June, 
1966 and June, 1970. Of this total, 17,400 occurred 
during Fiscal Year 1970. 
(2) Over the whole period 1966-1970, the ratio of layoffs to 
total NASA-related employment reductions was .70. 3ur ing  
Fiscal Year 1970, this ratio rose to .97. 
(3)  Projected layoffs during Fiscal Year 1971 will be only 
about one-half as large as those experienced during 
Fiscal Year 1970. The skill-mix of the Fiscal Year 1971 
reductions will, however, be much higher. During Fiscal 
Year 1970, 36.7 percent of total employment reductions 
were in the professional categories (officials and 
managers, scientists and engineers, and professions1 
administrative); in Fiscal Year 1971, this proportion 
will increase to 49.2 percent. 
( 4 )  Severa l  c o n t r a c t o r s  who had such informat ion  repor ted  
t h a t  a s  many a s  one-ha l l  of t h e i r  d i sp l aced  workers 
were p r e s e n t l y  unemployed. 
It i s  a g a i n s t  t h i s  background t h a t  NASA determined t o  conduct a 
survey of workers d i sp l aced  a s  a  r e s u l t  o f  the cutback i n  i t s  programs, 
The agency i s  concerned t h a t  t h e  t e c h n i c a l  resources  b u i l t  up a t  g r e a t  
c o s t  t o  the  na t ion  dur ing  the  1960's w i l l  now be d i s s i p a t e d  o r  g ros s ly  
unde ru t i l i zed .  As a  r e s u l t ,  NASA con t r ac t ed  wi th  B a t t e l l e  t o  conduct a 
survey of aerospace employees a f f e c t e d  by reduct ions  i n  NASA progran 
funding. This  r e p o r t  p re sen t s  t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h a t  survey. 
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 
The purpose of t h i s  s tudy  was t o  c o l l e c t  b a s i c  d a t a  on 
aerospace employees a f f e c t e d  by t h e  cutback i n  NASA program funding. 
Data was c o l l e c t e d  by conducting a mai l  survey of such i n d i v i d u a l s ,  
More s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h e  survey was d i r e c t e d  toward c o l l e c t i n g  d a t a  f o r  
t h e  fol lowing a r e a s  of i n t e r e s t :  
(1) The r a t e  and d u r a t i o n  of unemployment among d i sp l aced  
aerospace workers 
( 2 )  The e x t e n t  of underemployment among those  workers who 
had found reemployment a s  evidenced by changes i n  
occupat iona l  l e v e l s  and/or  s a l a r y  l e v e l s  
(3)  D i f f e r e n t i a l  p a t t e r n s  of unemployment and underemployment 
among va r ious  s k i l l  groups 
(4) Losses t o  Federa l  and S t a t e  budgets  r e s u l t i n g  from 
unemployment 
(5) The e x t e n t  of geographic and occupat ional  mob i l i t y  
among d i sp l aced  workers. 
Such f a c t u a l  information should add cons iderably  t o  r a t i o n a l  planning n9t  
only f o r  NASA programs, bu t  f o r  t h e  whole Research and Development s e c t o r ,  
METHODOLOGY AND CONDUCT OF THE STUDY 
The s tudy  program and methodology can be d iv ided  i n t o  two 
\ 
phases.  The f i r s t  phase i s  th.e a c t u a l  conduct of t he  survey,  while  the  
second phase i s  concerned wi th  t h e  process ing  of t h e  d a t a  c o l l e c t e d .  
An i n i t i a l  s t e p  i n  t h e  survey was t h e  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  of the  
universe  t o  be sampled. This  s t e p  was accomplished by NASA through a 
pre l iminary  survey of 9  NASA c o n t r a c t o r s  contac ted  by t h e  Agency i n  
September, 1970. The pre l iminary  survey was d i r e c t e d  t o  a  s e l e c t e d  
group of c o n t r a c t o r s  who were known t o  have been a f f e c t e d  by t h e  cutback 
i n  NASA programs. The fol lowing screening  procedure was used by NASA t o  
a s su re  t h a t  t he  c o n t r a c t o r s  s e l e c t e d  f o r  t h e  survey would inc lude  the  
most s i g n i f i c a n t  NASA-induced c o n t r a c t o r  l a y o f f s .  
F i r s t ,  a l l  p l a n t s  r e p o r t i n g  t o  t he  NASA-DOD Economic Information 
System (EIS) i n  both  6/66 and 12/69 t h a t  had experienced a  reduct ion  of 
NASA employment of 100 o r  more over t h a t  per iod were i d e n t i f i e d .  These 
77 p l a n t s  were then  ranked by t h e  abso lu t e  s i z e  of t h e  NASA employment 
r educ t ion  wi th  the  fol lowing r e s u l t s :  
NASA Emp loyment 
Reduction 
(Size C las s )  
5,000 o r  more 
T o t a l  NASA Cumulative 
No. of Reduction ( In  NASA Reduction 
P l a n t s  S i ze  Class )  (All S i ze  Classes)  
4  34,418 34,418 
6  17,125 51,543 
It was discovered t h a t  more than  90 percent  of t he  i d e n t i f i e d  NASA 
reduct ions  occurred i n  49 p l a n t s  which had sus t a ined  NASA employment 
reduct ions  of more than  500 persons. 
Computer runs were then  requested by NASA f o r  t he  49 p l a n t s  
i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  f i r s t  s t ep .  These p l a n t  r e p o r t s  were l i s t e d  i n  
descending o rde r  according t o  t he  s i z e  of t he  NASA employment r educ t ions ,  
Based on these  p l a n t  employment r e p o r t s ,  s p e c i f i c  p l a n t s  were s e l e c t e d  
f o r  t h e  survey only i f  t o t a l  p l a n t  employment dec l ined  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  i n  
r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  NASA cutback. I f  t o t a l  p l a n t  r educ t ions  appeared t o  be 
dominated by non-NASA reduct ions  ( i . e . ,  DOD o r  c m e r c i a l  bus ines s ) ,  t h e  
p l a n t  was no t  included i n  t he  l i s t .  Severa l  p l a n t s  having miss ing  EIS 
r e p o r t s  f o r  12/69 were added i n t o  the  candida te  group: A f i n a l  s e l e c t i o n  
was made on a  judgmental b a s i s  designed t o  achieve r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  
geographic coverage. 
As a  r e s u l t  of t h i s  pre l iminary  survey of major NASA c o n t r a c t o r s ,  
t h e  agency rece ived  employment d a t a ,  by s k i l l  l e v e l ,  f o r  30 p l a n t  loca-  
t i o n s  of e i g h t  companies, covering the  period of t h e  program cutback 
beginning i n  F i s c a l  Year 1966. I n  a d d i t i o n ,  NASA rece ived  ma i l ing  l i s t s  
from seven c o n t r a c t o r s  (covering 21 es tab l i shments )  i d e n t i f y i n g  i n d i v i d u a l s  
who had a c t u a l l y  been l a i d  o f f  a s  a consequence of NASA c o n t r a c t  r educ t ions ,  
These mai l ing  l i s t s  a r e  t h e  b a s i s  f o r  t he  sample survey conducted by 
B a t t e l l e .  The companies and p l a n t  l o c a t i o n s  represented  i n  t he  survey a r e  
t h e  fol lowing : 
(1) Bendix 
Kennedy Space Center ,  Flor ida (Apollo Launch Support) 
Various l o c a t i o n s  (Manned Space F l i g h t  Net1.7orlc Operat ions)  
(2) Boeing 
New Orleans,  Louisiana (SIC Stage) 
Hun t sv i l l e ,  Alabama (Saturn V Systems I n t e g r a t i o n  and GSE) 
Kennedy Space Center ,  F l o r i d a  (Launch Operat ions)  
Houston, Texas (Technical  suppor t )  
Washington, D. C. (Technical Support) 
(3) Chrys ler  
H u n t s v i l l e ,  Alabama (SIB Vehicle  I n t e g r a t i o n  and GSE) 
Kennedy Space Center ,  F l o r i d a  (SIB Cape Support)  
New O r  l e ans ,  Louisiana (SIB Stage)  
(4) Gruttunan 
Various l o c a t i o n s  (Lunar Hodule Manufacturing and Support) 
(5) M c ~ o n n e l l  /DOLE l a  s  
Huntington Beach, C a l i f o r n i a  (SIVB S t a s e ,  Del ta )  
Sacramento, C a l i f o r n i a  (Stage Tes t ing  - SIVB Stage)  
Santa Monica, C a l i f o r n i a  (Program Support) 
Florida Test Center (Launch Operations) 
Vandenberg Test Center, California (Launch Operations) 
(6) North American Rockvell 
~owney/~eal Beach, California (CSM, SII Stage) 
MTF, Mississippi (Static Testing - SII Stage) 
Kennedy Space Center, Florida (Launch Operations) 
Canoga Park, California (F-1 and 5-2 Engines) 
(7) R.C.A. 
Princeton, New Jersey (TIROS and NIMBUS) 
The universe specification was defined to include all persons 
at each plant location said off as a result of reductions in NASA funding 
between June, 1968 and October, 1970. (McDonnell/Douglas and Grumnan 
were unable to provide complete listings of NASA-related layoffs but di.d 
provide partial listings that were included in the universe listing.). 
There were 27,171 individuals in the universe listing which 
contains the following information: 
(1) Full name 
(2) Social security number 
(3) Date of layoff (month/date/year) 
(4) Ease weekly salary at time of layoff 
(5) Skill classification 
(6) Length of service with company (years) 
(7) Last known address 
(8) Permanent address or forwarding address if different 
from (7). 
A skill classification of displaced workers was requested according to 
the following categories : 
White Collar Occupations 
(1) Officials and managers 
(2) Scientists and engineers 
(3) Professional administrative 
(4) Technicians 
(5) Off ice and clerical 
Blue Co l l a r  Occupations 
(6) S k i l l e d  labor  
(7) Semiski l led  labor  
(8) Unski l led  labor  
(9) Se rv i ce  workers 
I n  some cases ,  a  l e s s  d e t a i l e d  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  by s k i l l s  was provided w i t h  
s e v e r a l  c a t e g o r i e s  combined. 
The sampling frame was s t r u c t u r e d  according t o  t h e  d a t z  provided 
by t h e  universe  l i s t i n g ,  The un ive r se  l i s t i n g  was t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  a  magnetic 
tape  f i l e  and t h e  da t a  were s t r a t i f i e d .  I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  s t r a t i f y i n g  
ind iv idua l s  by the  company and p l a n t  l o c a t i o n  from which they were l a i d  off, 
they were a l s o  s t r a t i f i e d  according t o  t h e i r  s k i l l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  and 
ordered by d a t e  of layoff  w i t h i n  t h e  s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  matr ix.  
A sys temat ic  sample was taken from t h e  universe  l i s t i n g  by 
s e l e c t i n g  a  f i r s t  sampling u n i t  randomly and then  s e l e c t i n g  subseqy~ent 
u n i t s  i n  a  r e g u l a r  p a t t e r n .  This  procedure i s  probably the  most r i d e l y  
known s e l e c t i o n  procedure. It i s  commonly used and simple t o  apply.  
Besides being easy t o  apply ,  t h e  advantages of sys temat ic  sampling a r e  
t h a t  i t  i s  p r a c t i c a l l y  foo lp roo f ,  a s  f a r  a s  computer process ing  i s  concerned; 
i t  y i e l d s  a  p r o p o r t i o n a l  sample when appl ied  t o  a  l i s t i n g  t h a t  has  been 
grouped according t o  some c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  scheme and i t  a s su re s  an adequate 
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of such an ordered universe  l i s t i n g ,  It a l s o  r e f l e c t s  
whatever s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  e x i s t s  i n  an ordered universe  l i s t i n g .  
Using t h e  sys temat ic  sampling procedures ,  a  sample of 5 ,000 
ind iv idua l s  was s e l e c t e d  from t h e  27,171 ind iv idua l s  i n  t he  universe  
l i s t i n g .  
A computer program was prepared t o  s e l e c t  t h e  sample f o r  t h e  
survey. An i n i t i a l  randomly s e l e c t e d  i n d i v i d u a l  was read  i n t o  t h e  program, 
and t h e  program s e l e c t e d  a l l  subsequent i nd iv idua l s  s y s t e m a t i c a l l y ,  A t  
t h e  time t h a t  t h e  sample was s e l e c t e d ,  mai l ing  l a b e l s  and i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  
l a b e l s  were p r i n t e d ,  and a  new f i l e  was s t a r t e d  f o r  t he  s e l e c t e d  sample 
which served t o  i n t e g r a t e  t h e  informat ion  on the  ind iv idua l s  from the  
universe  l i s t i n g  wi th  the  information which was rece ived  from the  respondents ,  
This  new f i l e  was used a s  t h e  da t a  source f o r  a n a l y s i s  and was alsc? used t o  
determine t h e  response t o  t h e  i n i t i a l  mai l ing ,  and t o  determine which 
ind iv idua l s  would r ece ive  follow-up ques t ionna i r e s .  
A d e t a i l e d  ques t ionna i r e  was developed f o r  t he  survey,  based 
upon d i scuss ions  wi th  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  from B a t t e l l e ,  NASA, t h e  Off ice  of 
Management and Budget, t h e  Bureau of Labor S t a t i s t i c s ,  and the  Nat Tonal 
Science Foundation. The i n i t i a l  ques t ionna i r e  and t h e  follow-up L e t t e r  
a r e  shown i n  t h e  Appendix. 
The ques t ionna i r e  was mailed t o  the  i n i t i a l  sample of 5000 
ind iv idua l s  and a  follow-up l e t t e r  and ques t ionnai re  were mailed t o  
nonrespondents four  weeks l a t e r .  The i n i t i a l  mai l ing  r e s u l t e d  i n  2017 
r e t u r n s  and the  follow-up mai l ing  y ie lded  an a d d i t i o n a l  502 r e t u r n s ,  
Quest ionnaires  re turned  a s  nondel iverable  numbered 318. Follow-up 
r e t u r n s  s t i l l  cont inue  t o  a r r i v e  al though they  cannot be processed i n  
t ime t o  be used i n  t h i s  r e p o r t .  Of t h e  4682 ques t ionna i r e s  which can 
be assumed t o  have reached t h e i r  d e s t i n a t i o n ,  the 2519 r e t u r n s  processed 
f o r  t h i s  r e p o r t  r ep re sen t  a  response r a t e  of 53.8 percent .  
The ques t ionna i r e  had been designed so t h a t  the  r e t u r n s  could 
be keypunched d i r e c t l y ,  e l imina t ing  t h e  in t e rmed ia t e  s t e p  of coding data. 
A computer program was prepared t o  perform pre l iminary  e d i t s  of t h e  data, 
This  e d i t  r o u t i n e  was l i m i t e d  t o  l o g i c a l  checks of responses t o  p a r t i c u l a r  
ques t ionna i r e  i tems.  Af te r  t h e  d a t a  were e d i t e d ,  they-were added t o  t h e  
d a t a  f i l e .  Follow-up responses were coded so  t h a t  they could be d i s -  
t inguished  from responses t o  t h e  f i r s t  mai l ing  i n  t he  d a t a  f i l e .  
Data were processed us ing  s p e c i a l l y  prepared programs f o r  data 
t a b u l a t i o n  and a l s o  us ing  BPlD02S, one of t he  s e r i e s  of BIFD* programs, 
which ana lyzes  d a t a  through a contingency t a b l e  a n a l y s i s .  
5 Biomedical Computer Programs,' W. J .  Dixon, E d i t o r ,  Un ive r s i t y  of 
C a l i f o r n i a ,  Los Angeles, September, 1965, p. 341. 
CWCTERISTICS OF THE SURVEY SUBJECTS 
The fol lowing d i scuss ions  a r e  presented t o  provide f u r t h e r  
in format ion  concerning t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of aerospace employees a f f e c t e d  
by cutbacks i n  NASA program funding. This  information i s  provided a t  
four  l e v e l s  of d e t a i l  s o  t h a t  comparisons can be  d r a m  f o r  each. The 
four  l e v e l s  of  d e t a i l  provide information on t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  
survey popula t ion  from which t h e  sample was d r a m ,  of t h e  survey sample 
i t s e l f ,  o f  t he  respondents  t o  the f i r s t  mai l ing ,  and of t he  respondents  
t o  t he  follow-up mai l ing .  
Survey Popula t ion  
Table 1 p r e s e n t s  a  summary of  t h e  coverage provided by the  2 1  
p l a n t s  included i n  t he  survey. These c o n t r a c t o r  p l a n t s  account f o r  
one-fourth t o  one- th i rd  of t o t a l  NASA c o n t r a c t o r  employment over the 
period of i n t e r e s t .  Note, however, t h a t  t hese  p l a n t s  account  f o r  38 
percent  of t h e  decrease i n  NASA c o n t r a c t o r  employment dur ing  the  period 
June,  1968 t o  December, 1969. Moreover, they account f o r  7 3  percent  
of  t h e  NASA c o n t r a c t o r  employment r educ t ions  t h a t  were concent ra ted  i n  
p l a n t s  w i th  l a r g e  (over 500) NASA employment reduct ions .  These s t a t i s t i c s  
s h o ~ ~  t h a t  t h e  p l a n t  s e l e c t i o n  procedure,  descr ibed  i n  t h e  previous  
s e c t i o n ,  d id  i n  f a c t  b r i n g  i n t o  s h a r t  focus those c o n t r a c t o r  p l a n t s  t h a t  
have sus t a ined  major employment reduct ions  a s  a  r e s u l t  o f  t h e  cutback i n  
NASA programs. The d a t a  obtained from t h i s  survey can, t h e r e f o r e ,  be  
considered a s  be ing  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of t he  work f o r c e  experiences of 
impacted NASA con t r ac to r s .  
Table 2 summarizes t h e  informat ion  c o l l e c t e d  a s  p a r t  o f  t h e  
un ive r se  l i s t i n g  f o r  l eng th  of s e r v i c e  wi th  company and f o r  base weekly 
s a l a r y  a t  t ime of l a y o f f .  
The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of t h e  e n t i r e  un iverse  l i s t i n g  according t o  
p l a n t  l o c a t i o n ,  company, and s k i l l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  i s  presented i n  Table 3. 
The s k i l l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  code fo l lo-c~s  t h e  numbering system presented  i n  
TABLE 1. COVERAGE INFORMATION: 21 PLANTS 
INCLUDED I N  SURVEY 
TOTAL NASA EMPLOYMENT TOTAL PLANT EMPLOYMENT EPIPLOYNENT CHANGE 
6/66-6165 6166-12/69 
6/66 6/68 12/69 6/66 6 /68  12/69 ?SASA P lan t  NASA P lan t  
Estimated To ta l  
Cont rac tor  Employment 360,000 235,400 161,000 
on NASA Programs 
Not Available 
49 E I S  P l a n t s  wi th  
NASA Employment 
Reductions Grea ter  148,271 90,125 51,838 439,525 450,444 370,802 -58,146 -10,919 -38,287 -79,642 
than  500, 6166-12/69 
w 
90,335 75,759 47,774 123,072 117,057 81,436 -14,576 -5,985 -27,985 -35,651 h3 21 Survey P l a n t s  
Percentage Coverage 
of 21 Survey P lan t s  
i n  Rela t ion  t o :  
NASA Contractor  
Employment Not Available 
49 P l a n t s  wi th  
Large NASA 60.9 84.0 92.2 28.0 26.0 22.0 25.1 54.8 73.1 44.8 
Reduct ions  
TABLE 2. AVERAGE YEARS OF SERVICE AhQ BASE WEEKLY 
SALARIES FOR THE UNIVERSE LISTING 
Number Average Average 
Company of Layoffs Years of Service Weekly Salary 
I. Bendix 896 2.54 $177 
2. Boeing 5,864 4,76 181 
3. Chrysler 2,163 5.84 196 
4. Grumman 1,319 3.33 169 
5. McDonne ll/~ouglas 268 6.57 193 
6, North American Rockwell 16,621 8.49 185 
7, RCA 4 0 5.76 247 
TOTAL 27,171 7.00 $184 
the preceding section of this report. The zero classification is for 
those individuals who had no skill classification reported in the universe 
listing. 
About 61 percent of the individuals laid off were employed by 
North American Rockwell. Slightly more than 21 percent xcere laid off Iron 
Boeing, followed by Chrysler with about 8 percent of the total, and Grumman 
with about 5 percent. The remaining 5 percent of the individuals were 
laid off from Bendix, Mc~onnell/Douglas, and RCA. McDonnell/Douglas 
supplied only a sample of names for the listing rather than their total 
layoffs. Gurmman provided only the names of workers laid off from the 
Lunar module program. 
The skill classification with the largest total number of layoffs 
is technicians, followed by skilled labor, scientists and engineers, semi- 
skilled labor, office and clerical, professional and administrative, and 
the other skill classifications contributing the remaining 5 percent. 
TABLE 3. DISTRIBUTION OF EXTIE UNIVERSE LISTING 
BY SKILL, CO>IPAKT, AXD LOCATION 
1. Bendix 
Various 10 43  17 4 8  148 3 6 14 289 
KSC 
Sub to ta l  (1) 
- -- 
2. Boeinz 
New a - l e a n s  52 365 39 1,034 813 2,303 
H u n t s v i l l e  1 ,387 
KSC I., 865 
Houston 227 
D. C. 
Sub to ta l  (2) 
40 225 22 203 130 620 
9 163 4 1  290 112 615 
74 261 41 88 255 4 9 104 54 ": 92 5 
8 1 0  8 9 10 10 - . 5 4 0 
Sacramento 3 1 0  1 0  9 10 10 10 6 2 
Santa  Monica 2 10 10 10 26 72 
F.T.C. 10 10 10 
V.T.C. 
S u b t o t a l  (5) 
Company 
6 ,  North American 
R o c h e l l  
~ o w n e y / ~ e a l  Beach 94 1,234 1,626 1,040 2,050 1,567 2,567 10,557 
MTF 65 
KSC 10 131  96 131  169 149 103 789 
Canoga Park 5,210 
S u b t o t a l  (6) 1 4 6 2 1  
S k i i l  
Off. Off. Semi- Un- 
& Prof .  .&. S k i l l e d  S k i l l e d  S k i l l e d  Serv. 
Uncl. Mgrs. s&E's A&. Tech. C le r .  Labor Labor Labor P:rE;rs, Total.  
7. RCA 
Pr ince ton  
GRARD TOTAL 
2 1 4  13  8 3 4 0 
-- 
676 5 0 4 4 , 3 7 6 2 , 5 5 0 5 , 7 3 9 3 , 9 9 3  4,S38 4,066 101 13 27,171 
Percentages  2.5 1.9 16.1 10.5 21.1 14.7 1 . 8  15.0 0.4 -- 100.0 
Survey Sample 
The distribution of the sample according to the stratification 
variables is shown in Table 4.. Note that the percentage distribution by 
skill classification is the same as shown for the universe. This results 
from taking a systematic sample from the ordered, stratified universe. 
The same distribution holds by plant location and company also. 
Respondents to First Mailing 
Table 5 summarizes the distribution of the 2017 responses to 
the first mailing according to skill classifications of the respondents, 
Note that the distribution of the total response by skill classification 
closely parallels the distribution of the questionnaires mailed to each 
skill classification. This very desirable result indicates that the 
responses received are not strongly biased toward any particular subset 
of skill classifications. The last line of this table shows the response 
rate for each skill classifi.cation, calculated as the ratio of the number 
of responses from that category to the number of questionnaires mailed 
to that classification, The lowest response rate (30.9 percent) is for 
the semiskilled, unskilled, and service workers category. This is a 
surprisingly high response rate for such siorkers considering the length 
and complexity of the questionnaire. 
In Table 6, the distribution of responses from the first mailing 
is shown by the compar~y and plant location from which they were laid off, 
(The difference in total is due to the fact that these data were extracted 
from a cross-tabulation of a specific variable to which 36 of the responclents 
did not reply.) Again note how closely the distribution of responses 
parallels the distribution of mailed questionnaires to each location, 
From these two tables it can be concluded that the responses 
to the first mailing are representative of the sample and universe in 
terms of the stratification variables. 
T-ABLE 4. DISTRIBIDION OF SbYPI,E BY SKILL, 
COHPAW, AND LOCATION 
-..-"- 
S k i l l  
7 
O f f .  Off. Semi- Un- 
I & P r o f ,  ..&. S k i l l e d  S k i l l e d  S k i l l e d  Serv ,  Company Uncl. Mgrs. S&E1s Adm. Tech. C le r .  Labor Labor Labor h'rkrs, T o t a l  
New Orleans  424 
H u n t s v i l l e  255 
KSC 83 10 185 6 0 347 
Hou s ton 42 
D* C. 
S u b t o t a l  (2) 
1. Bendix 
Var ious  
KSC 
3.  Chrys le r  
H u n t s v i l l e  114 
KSC I13 
New Orleans  0 17  1 
0 398 
2 7 2 1 0  27 1 1 3 53 
1 16 17 26 2 1  2 9 2 122 
.- 
5, EicDonnel/Douglas 
Eun t ing t  on Beach 
Sacramento 
S a n t a  Monica 
F.T.C. 
V.T.C. 
4. Grurman 
Various  
S u b t o t a l  ( 5 )  
12 3 60 10 54 19 83 2 243 
6. North h e r  i can  I 
KS C I4 5 
Canoga Park  
7. RCA 
P r i n c e t o n  0 3 2 2 0 
GRAND TOTAL 124 92 808 523 1,058 735 esr 747 19 3 5,000 
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TABLE 6. DISTRIBUTION OF RESPOhDENTS TO FIRST 
MAILING BY COMP~UY /PLANT LOCATION 
- -  
Percent of Number of Percent- of 
Number of Total Questionnaires Total 
~ompan~/~lant Responses Response Mailed Questionnaires 
Bend ix 
Various 
KS C 
Boeing 
New Orleans 
Huntsville 
KS C 
Houston 
Washington, Do C. 
Chry s ler - 168 
Huntsville 5 1 
KS C 42 
New Orleans 7 5 
Grumman 
Various 
~c~onnell/~ouglas - 2 0 
Huntington Beach 6 
Sacramento 8 
Santa Monica 1 
F.T.C. 4 
V.T.C. 1 
North American Rockwell 1,191 
~owney/~eal Beach 722 
MTF 5 
KSC 57 
Canoga Park 407 
RCA 
Princeton 
Total 1,981 100.0 5,000 100,O 
Respondents t o  Follow-up Mai l ing  
Tables  7 and 8 o f f e r  s i m i l a r  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  of the  responses t o  
t h e  follow-up mail ing.  A t t en t ion  i s  once a g a i n  c a l l e d  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of responses t o  t h e  follow-up c l o s e l y  fo l low the  d i s -  
t r i b u t i o n  of mailed ques t ionna i r e s ,  f o r  t h e  two s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  v a r i a b l e s ,  
s k i l l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  and company/plant l oca t ions .  Again it can be 
concluded t h a t  t he  responses t o  t h e  follow-up mai l ing  a r e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  
of  t h e  sample a s  measured by t h e s e  c r i t e r i a .  
TABLE 7. DISTRIBUTION OF FOLLOW-UP MAILING RESPONDENTS BY SKILL AND SEX 
Offic. Sci. Prof. Off ice Semi & Unskilled 
& & & & Skilled Labor & 
Mgrs. Englc. Admin. Tech. Cleric Labor Service Workers Unclass. Total 
Male 9 
(% of a11 respondents) (1.8) 
Female 0 
(% of a11 respondents) (0.0) 
Total 9 
(% of a11 respondents) (1.8) 
Number of 
Questionnaires Mailed 92 
(% of Total) (1 8) 
Percentage Response Rates 
by S k i l l  
TABLE 8. DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS TO FOLLOW-UP 
MAILING, BY COMPANY /PLAVT LOCXTIOX 
Percen t  of Fumber of Percent  of 
Number of  To ta l  Ques t ionnai res  Total. 
~ o r n p a n y / ~  l a n t  Responses Response Xailed Ques t ionnai res  
Bendix 
Various 
KS C 
Boeing 110 
-
New Orleans 5 3 
H u n t s v i l l e  2 5 
KSC 2 8 
Houston 3 
Washington, D. C .  1 
Chrys l e r  
H u n t s v i l l e  
KS C 
Kew Orleans 
Grumman 
Various 
~ c D o n n e l l / ~ o u g l a s  
Huntington Beach 
Sacramento 
Santa Monica 
F .T .C. 
V.T.C. 
North American 
Rockcel l  - 281 - 58.1 . - 3059 - 6 1 , 2  
Downey/~eal  Beach 178 36.8 19i2 38,9 
hTF 2 0.4 12 0,2 
KS C 9 1.9 145 2,9 
Canoga Park 92 19.0 960 19,2 
RCA 
Pr ince ton  
T o t a l  4 84 100.0 5000 100 , 0 
ANALYSIS OF SIJRVEY DATA 
The fol lowing s e c t i o n s  p re sen t  t he  summarization of t he  d a t a  
c o l l e c t e d  f o r  t he  survey. The summaries a r e  presented i n  t h e  form of 
t a b u l a t i o n s  of t h e  d a t a  f o r  each of f i v e  major a r e a s  of i n t e r e s t :  
(1) Extent  and Durat ion of Unemployment 
( 2 )  U t i l i z a t i o n  of Aerospace S k i l l s  
(3)  Economic Impact 
(4) Relocat ion Experiences/Mobil i ty  
(5) Job Search and Assis tance.  
I n  most ca ses ,  t he  t a b u l a t i o n s  were cons t ruc ted  t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  
t h e  responses rece ived  a s  a  r e s u l t  of t h e  f i r s t  mai l ing  from the responses 
received from the  follow-up mail ing.  This a l lows a  v i s u a i  comparison of 
t h e  two groups of respondents  f o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  t h a t  may be p re sen t .  Also 
any e x t r a p o l a t i o n  of t h e  d a t a  t o  the  universe  can include both s e t s  of 
responses.  
The t o t a l  number of respondents  d i f f e r  f o r  the  var ious  t a b u l a t i o n s ,  
The reasons f o r  t hese  d i f f e r e n c e s  a r e  p r imar i ly  due t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  some of 
t h e  ques t ions  were d i r e c t e d  t o  subse t s  of t h e  sample ( for  example, only those  
persons who a r e  c u r r e n t l y  employed) a s  w e l l  a s  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  some of the  
respondents  might no t  have answered a  p a r t i c u l a r  ques t ion .  In  t h e  case  of 
c r o s s - t a b u l a t i o n s ,  they may not  have responded t o  one of the  two v a r i a b l e s  
c ros s - t abu la t ed ,  o r  t o  both of them. In such c a s e s ,  they were n o t  included i n  
t he  t abu la t ions .  The t a b u l a t i o n s  p re sen t  averages (such a s  average number 
of weeks unemployed, o r  average d o l l a r s  of revenue l o s s ) ,  frequency counts ,  
and percentages (u sua l ly  enclosed i n  parentheses)  f o r  t he  c e l l s  of t h e  t a b l e s ,  
Extent  and Duration of Unemployment 
The fol lowing t a b l e s  summarize the  da t a  c o l l e c t e d  from the  survey 
p e r t a i n i n g  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  and du ra t ion  of unemployment. 15s t a b l e s  p re sen t  
in format ion  on t h e  cu r r en t  employment s t a t u s  of t he  lai? of f  aerospace 
employees and length  of unemployment, c ros s - t abu la t ed  by f a c t o r s  such a s  
per iod  of l a y o f f ,  p l a n t  l o c a t i o n  from which l a i d  o f f ,  educa t iona l  a t t a i n n e n t ,  
age,  and family r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  The t a b l e s  a l s o  p re sen t  informat ion on the 
types of i n d u s t r i e s  or  bus inesses  i n  which t h e  ind iv idua l s  found re-employmentl 
p re sen t  s a l a r y  l e v e l s ,  a t t i t u d e s  about t h e  aerospace indus t ry ,  and economic 
s i t u a t i o n  a s  measured by r e s e r v a t i o n  s a l a r i e s .  
.Looking f i r s t  a t  t h e  employment s t a t u s ,  Table 9 shows t h a t  only 
one- th i rd  of t h e  respondents  have been ab le  t o  f i n d  employment which they 
cons ider  permanent. Another one- th i rd  have f  ounc? employment .r.~hich they  
consider  temporary. T h i r t y  percent  of t h e  persons a r e  s t i l l  unemployed, 
The h i g h e s t  r a t e s  of unemployment a r e  among t h e  p ro fe s s iona l  and adminis t ra -  
t i o n  personnel ,  t he  o f f i c e  and c l e r i c a l  workers,  and t h e  semisk i l l ed ,  u n s k i l l e d  
and s e r v i c e  workers.  The most succes s fu l  s k i l l  a s  f a r  a s  reezployment i s  
concerned i s  t h e  t echn ic i ans .  
Average length  of unemployment and average percent  of time unemployed 
s i n c e  l ayo f f  a r e  shown i n  Table 10. On the  average, t he  length  of unemploymen~ 
was about 31  weeks. Of f i ce  and c l e r i c a l  workers experienced the  longes t  per iods  
of unemployment, averaging 40 weeks. I n  terms of percent  of time unemployed 
s i n c e  l a y o f f ,  o f f i c e  and c l e r i c a l  workers,  p r o f e s s i o n a l  and ad in in i s t r a t i ve  
personnel ,  s emisk i l l ed ,  u n s k i l l e d ,  and s e r v i c e  1,:orkers have t h e  h ighes t  
averages.  
Table 11 shows t h e  average l eng th  of unemployment, 2nd c e l l  
f r equenc ie s ,  by employment s t a t u s ,  c ros s - t abu la t ed  wi th  per iod  of l a y o f f ,  
The average length  of unemployment f o r  those  persons who found permanent jobs 
was about 20 weeks; f o r  t hose  who found temporary jobs,  about 30 weeks; and 
f o r  those  who a r e  c u r r e n t l y  unemployed, s l i g h t l y  more than  40 weeks, As 
would be  expected t h e  average l eng th  of unemplo>-r.ent decreases  a s  t h e  t i m e  
s i n c e  l ayo f f  decreases .  
Table 12 shows average l eng th  of unemp10,yment by employment s t a t u s  
versus  l o c a t i o n  of p l a n t  from which l a i d  o f f .  Also presented a r e  the  
percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n s  of employment s t a t u s  f o r  each l o c a t i o n ,  based on a  
t o t a l  response of 2340 persons.  The h ighes t  r a t e  of unenploycent i s  In 
C a l i f o r n i a  w i th  an unemployment r a t e  among t h e  respondents of almost 40 
pe rcen t .  The Cape a r e a  of F l o r i d a  and Alabama each have an unemployment 
r a t e  of s l i g h t l y  more than 20 pe rcen t ,  whi le  Louisiana has a  r a t e  of almost 
25 percent .  The miscel laneous l o c a t i o n s ,  taken toge the r ,  e x h i b i t  an unemploy- 
ment r a t e  of under 20 percent .  
TABLE 9. CLWNT EblPLOYMENT STATUS OF RESPOXDENTS 
Offic .  Sci..  Prof .  Off i c e  Semi- & Unskil led 
& & & & S k i l l e d  Labor and 
Mgrs. Engrs. Admin. Tech. C l e r i c a l  Labor Serv ice  Workers Unclass. Total  
Number of Respondents 56 294 547 341 
Permanent Job 28 179 89 194 113 
Temporary Job 12 126 86 208 7 7 
Unemployed 14 136 109 111 120 
Out of  Fork Force 2 18 10 34 31 
% of A l l  Respondents 
In  S k i l l  ~ r o u p s  100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 LCO.0 
----- -
Permanent Job P 50.0 39.0 30.3 35.5 33.1 30.7 25.8 33.4 
Temporary Job 21.4 27.5 29.2 38.0 22.6 37.1 30.2 31.2 
Unemployed 25.0 29.6 37.1 20.3 35.2 28.9 38.8 30.3 
Out of Work Force 3.6 3.9 3.4 6.2 9.1 3.3 5.2 5.1 
TABLE 10. DURATION OF UNEblE'LOYMENT AMONG SURVEY RESPOhTENTS 
Offic .  Sci .  P rof . '  Off i c e  Semi & Unskil led 
& & & & S k i l l e d  Labor and 
Mgrs. Engr. Adcin. Tech. C l e r i c a l  Labor Service Workers Unclass. To ta l  
Average Number 
of Weeks Unenployed 
Since Layoff 31 28 29 32 40 29 , 34 24 31 
Percent  of To ta l  
Time Cnemployed 
Since Layoff 46 44 51  43 5 5 43 47 4 2 46 
TABLE 11. AVERAGE LENGTH OF UNEMPLOYMENT AND DISTRIBUTION, BY CURRENT EMPLOYMENT STATUS 
(WEEKS/COUNT, FOR THOSE PERSONS STILL IN THE LABOR FORCE) vs . PERIOD OF LAYOFF 
Total 121/636 20/188 131/632 32/138 / 43/615 42/131 132/1883 30/457 32/2340 
P e r i o d  of 
Layoff  
(Quar t e r / Y e a r )  
Found Permanent 
Employment 
1st 
M a i l i n g  Follow-up 
Found Temporary 
Employment 
1st 
M a i l i n g  Follow-up 
Unemployed, 
Seek ing  Work 
1st 
M a i l i n g  Follow-up 
T o t a l  
1st 
M a i l i n g  Follow-up T o t a l  
TABLE 1 2 .  AVERAGE LENGTH OF UNEMPLOYMENT AND D I S T R I B U T I O N ,  BY CURRENT EMPLOYMENT STATUS 
(WEEICS/COUNT, F O R  THOSE S T I L L  I N  LABOR F O R C E )  VERSUS LOCATION FROM WHICH 
L A I D  O F F  
C a l i f o r n i a  
For those  persons s t i l l  unemployed, the  longes t  average per iods  of 
unemployment were experienced by persons i n  Alabama (51 weeks), and Louisiana 
(47 weeks). 
- The next  t h r e e  t a b l e s  p re sen t  information on the  types  of employment 
t h a t  t h e  respondents  have been a b l e  t o  acqui re .  The d i s t r i b u t i o n  of employ- 
ment by c u r r e n t  i ndus t ry  o r  bus iness  of employment i s  shown i n  Table 13, 
Twenty percent  of t h e  respondents  have found reemployment i n  t he  aerospace 
indus t ry ;  twenty-three percent  i n  o the r  manufacturing; twenty-three percent  
i n  t r a d e  and s e r v i c e s  ( t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  communication, u t i l i t i e s ,  wholesale  
and r e t a i l  t r a d e ,  f i nance ,  insurance ,  r e a l  e s t a t e ,  and educa t ion ) ;  e i g h t  
percent  i n  government; and t h e  remaining twenty-six i n  o the r  i n d u s t r i e s ,  
Tables  14 and 15 c o n t r a s t  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of s a l a r i e s  of the 
respondents  a t  t h e  t ime of t h e i r  l ayoff  wi th  t h e i r  p re sen t  s a l a r i e s ,  f o r  those 
persons who have found employment. With t h e  except ion of a few responses i n  
t h e  follow-up mai l ing ,  t h e  d a t a  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  s a l a r i e s  t h e  employed 
respondents  a r e  r ece iv ing  a r e  g e n e r a l l y  lower than  the  s a l a r i e s  they  rece ived  
a t  t he  time of l a y o f f .  
Tables  16 through 22 summarize da t a  on e x t e n t  and d u r a t i o n  of 
unemployment by va r ious  f a c t o r s  desc r ib ing  t h e  popula t ion  of respondents ,  
In  Table 16,  t h e  educa t iona l  a t ta inment  of t h e  respondents i s  i n v e s t i g a t e d ,  
Those respondents  wi th  no more than  a h igh  school  educa t ion  appear t o  have 
t h e  most d i f f i c u l t y  i n  ga in ing  reemployment. While they r ep resen t  about 
44 percent  of t h e  respondents ,  they  account f o r  50 percent  of t he  unemployment, 
A l l  o the r  groups have lower unemployment r a t e s  than  t h e i r  percentage 
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  i n  t h e  responses.  The group t h a t  seems t o  be most succes s fu l  
i n  terms of ga in ing  permanent employment a r e  those, persons wi th  a bache lo r ' s  
degree. They account f o r  24 percent  of t h e  persons who have found permanent 
employment while  r ep re sen t ing  about 21  percent  of t h e  responses.  By t h e  same 
token, t h e  most succes s fu l  group i n  terms of ga in ing  temporary employment 
a r e  those  persons wi th  a Trade o r  Technical  School Education. 
Table 17 provides  a f u r t h e r  look a t  those respondents  who have 
c o l l e g e  degrees.  The average l eng th  of unemployment f o r  t hese  persons i s  
about 27 weeks. Those persons wi th  t h e i r  h ighes t  degrees i n  phys i ca l  
s c i ences  o the r  than  phys ics ,  and i n  humanit ies  experienced the  longes t  
TAlZLE 13. DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY CURRENT EMPLOYMENT STATUS VS . 
CURRENT BUSIhTSS OR INDUSTRY OF EMPLOYPENT 
A g r i c u l t u r e  3  1 0  1 9  1 0.6  
T o t a l  
P e r c e n t a g e s  
19 .6  
Mfg. Other  Than Aero 
4 
Mining 1 0  2 0  2  3 1 0 . 2  
T o t a l  
1 s t  
M a i l i n g  Fol low-up T o t a l  
242 5  9  3  0  1 
C u r r e n t  B u s i n e s s /  
I n d u s t r y  Of 
Employmen t 
Aerospace  
147 4 0  35 
168 I 280 75 355 1 2 3 . 1  
F e d .  G o v ' t .  I 29 2  0  3 4  9  9 1 6  
35 I 23 1 58 I 3 - 8  I 
Found Permanent 
Employment 
. 
1st 
M a i l i n g  Follow-up T o t a l  
112 30 142 
I 
State G o v ' t .  ' 14 I 10 I 2 4 2 
26 1 1 . 7  
Found Temporary 
Employment 
1st 
M a i l i n g  Follow-up T o t a l  
13  0  29 15 9  
C o n s t r u c t i o n  i 28 6 34 
Local G o v ' t .  17 5 10 3 131 27 8 
22 i 35 I 2 . 3  I I I 
3 7 8 4 5 
31 5 3 6 
67 9 76 
26 6 3 2  
2  0  2  22 
Transp .  /Comrn./Util . 
Wholesa l e / R e t  . Trade 
F i n a n c e / I n s u r . / R e a l  
E s t a t e  
E d u c a t i o n  
O t h e r  4 7 29 7 6 2 0 . 1  / 232 
65 14 79 
8 5  17 102 
117 3 2 149 
5 5 13 6  8 
3 8  3 4 1 
5 4  12 66 
5 0 23 73 
2  9 7 3 6  
18 1 19 
I 
TABLE 14. DISTRIBUTION OF FIRST NAILING RESPONSES BY SALARY AT 
TIME OF LAYOFF AND BY PRESENT SALARY 
Less 500 
Than 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450 & 
$100 -149 -199 -249 -299 -349 -399 -449 -499 Over Tota l  
Sa la ry  a t  Time 
of Layoff 
Number 17 212 435 215 144 90 38 9 4 31 1195 
Percent  of  (1.4) (17.7) (36.4) (18.6) (12.1) (7.5) (3.2) (0.8) (0.3) (2.6) (100.0) 
Responses 
Presen t  Salary 
Number 125 350 309 203 101 60 21 3 2 21 1195 
P e r c e n t o f  (10.5) (29.3) (25.8) (17.0) (8.4) (5.0) (1.8) (0.2) (0.2) (1.8). (100.0) 
Responses 
Change i n  +9.1 +11.6 -10.6 -1.0 -3.7 -2.5 -1.4 -0.6 -0.1 -0.8 
Percentage 
TABLE 15. DISTRIBUTION OF FOLLOW-UP RESPONSES BY SALARY AT TIME 
OF LAYOFF AND BY PRESENT SALARY 
Less 500 
Than 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 400 & 
$100 -149 -199 -249 -299 -349 -399 -449 -499 Over Tota l  
Sa la ry  a t  Time 
of Layoff 
Number 3 74 122 40 33 16 3 I 1 6 299 
Percent  of  (1.0) (24.7) (40.8) (13.4) (11.1) (5.4) (1.0) (0.3) (0.3) (2-0) (100.01 
Responses 
Present  Sa la ry  
Number 31 82 95 40 26 10 4 1 2 8 299 
Percent of  (10.4) (27.4) (31.8) (13.4) (8.7) (3.3) (1.3) (0.3) (0.7) (2.7) (100.0) 
Responses 
Change i n  -1-9.4 +2.7 -9.0 0.0 -2.4 -2.1 4-0.3 0.0 4-0.4 4-0.7 
Percentage 
TABLE 16. AVERAGE LENGTH OF UNEMPLOYMENT AND DISTRIBUTION, BY CURRENT EMPLOYMENT STATUS 
(WEEI<S/COUNT FOR THOSE STILL I N  LABOR FORCE) VERSUS EDUCATIONAL ATTAIWNT 
E d u c a t i o n a l  
At ta inment  
Less Than 
A s s o c i a t e  
18/54 42/12 
Found 
Permanent Employment 
Found 
Temporary Employment 
1 s t  Follow- 
M a i l i n g  up 
Unemployed, 
Seeking Work 
1st Follow- 
Mai l ing  up 
T o t a l  
Count 
1st Follow- 
Mai l ing  up 
-------- 
T o t a l  
Count 
T o t a l  
Count 
T o t a l  Count T o t a l  P e r c e n t a g e s  
1st Follow- 
Mai l ing  up 
Perm. Temp. 
Emp, Emp. Unemp. T o t a l  T o t a l  

average length  of unemployment. Those wi th  t h e i r  h ighes t  degrees i n  
engineer ing  o the r  t han  mechanical,  i n d u s t r i a l ,  o r  ae ronau t i ca l ,  and i n  
bus ines s ,  and the  l i f e  s c i ences  experienced t h e  s h o r t e s t  average length  of 
unemployment. Looking a t  t h e  unemployment r a t e s ,  t h e  f i e l d s  which have the 
g r e a t e s t  d i f f i c u l t y  f i nd ing  reemployment a r e  t h e  s o c i a l  sc iences  and the  
mechanical engineers  who r ep resen t  about 22.5 percent  of t h e  responses y e t  
account f o r  about 29 percent  of t h e  unemployed. The f i e l d s  with i e a s t  
d i f f i c u l t y  a r e  bus iness  and t h e  miscel laneous grouping which r ep resen t  about 
31.5 percent  of t h e  responses wi th  an unemployment r a t e  of about 24,5 percenc,  
Tables  18 and 19 examine the  d a t a  from t h e  pe r spec t ive  o f  t h e  a3e 
groups of t he  ind iv idua l s .  I n  Table 18, t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of a l l  of t h e  
respondents  by age groups i s  presented ,  a s  w e l l  a s  the  unemployment r a t e  
f o r  each age group ( ca l cu la t ed  a s  t h e  r a t i o  of t h e  number of respondents  i n  
an age group t h a t  a r e  unemployed t o  t h e  t o t a l  number of respondents  i n  t h a t  
age group).  Note t h a t  t h e  unemployment r a t e  increases  wi th  age i n d i c a t i n g  
t h e  d i f f i c u l t y  o lde r  persons have i n  ga in ing  reemployment. Note a l s o  t h a t  
t h e  age groups of 20-24 and 25-34 y e a r s  r ep re sen t  about 30 percent  of the  
respondents ,  y e t  only 18 percent  of t h e  unemployed. On the  o the r  hand 
those  persons 50 yea r s  of age and over r ep re sen t  only 25 percent  o f  t he  
respondents  bu t  they account f o r  over 37 percent  of the  unemployed. 
I n  Table 19 ,  t h e  length  of unemployment by age groups i s  p re sen ted ,  
Once aga in ,  t h e  persons 50 and over who a r e  c u r r e n t l y  unemployed have 
experienced a longer  average l eng th  of unemployment than those persons i n  
corresponding younger age groups. 
I n  Table 20, cu r r en t  employment s t a t u s  i s  shown t abu la t ed  by 
s a l a r y  a t  t ime of l a y o f f .  Those persons wi th  s a l a r i e s  a t  time of layoff  
which i s  l e s s  than 150 a week experienced an unemployment r a t e  of a b o u t  
38 percent  (239 i 626) a s  compared wi th  t h e  to ta l .  unemployment r a t e  of about 
32 percent  (721 f 2279). Those who were earn ing  $150 t o  $250 a se;eeli had, an 
unemployment r a t e  of about 27 percent  whi le  those earn ing  $250 t o  5400 a i:eek 
had an unemployment r a t e  of about 36 percent .  
Table 21  examines the  employment s t a t u s  con t r a s t ed  v i t h  f a n i l y  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  a s  measured by t h e  percent  of t h e  family income earned by the 
person l a i d  o f f ,  and t h e  number of dependents. The d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  enplcyaent  
TABLE 18. AGE GROWING OF RESPONDENTS AND CORRESPONDING UNEHPLOi?lENT RATES 
A l l  Respondents 
Number 
Age D i s t r i b u t i o n  of 
Respondents (%) 
Unemployment Rate (%)* 
Age Dis t r ibu t ion  of 
Unemployed (X) 
I I I I 
Wnemployment r a t e s  computed on b a s i s  of number bf  number of respondents who s t a t e d  t h a t  they a r e  
c u r r e n t l y  i n  the  labor market. 
T A B U  19. AVERAGE LENGTM OF UNEMPLOBENT AND DISTRIBUTION, BY CURRENT EIPLOEThT STATUS 
(WEEKSICOUNT, FOR TlIOSE PERSONS STILL I N  THE LABOR FORCE) VERSUS AGE 
Age Group 
20-24 
25-34 
35-49 
Over 50 
Tota l  
Found 
Permanent Employment 
1 s  t 
Mailing Follow-up 
21/32 4618 
231220 19/68 
201274 19/86 
18/110 18/24 
211636 211186 
Found 
Temporary Employment 
1s t 
Mailing Follow-up 
34/19 34/12 
271174 14/35 
301288 43/56 
371150 32/35 
311631 321136 
Unemployed, 
Seeking Work 
1 s t  
Mailing Follow-up 
38/14 3912 
42/96 43/22 
421275 36/55 
451226 49/52 
431611 421131 
Tota l  
1 s t  
Mailing Follow-u? Tota l  
28/65 39/22 31/87 
281490 221125 271615 
311835 31/197 31/1034 
361486 37/111 361597 
-- 
3211878 301455 3-12333 
TABLE 20. DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY CURRENT ENPLOYPENT STATUS 
VERSUS WEEKLY SALARY AT TITLE OF LAYOFF 
Percentages (26,2) (5-5)  
Found Unemployed, 
Permanent Employment Temporary Employment Seeking Work T o t a l  
1st 1st 1st T o t a l  
Mail ing Follow-up Mai l ing  Follow-up Mai l ing  Follow-up Mai l ing  Follow-up T o t a l  Percentages  
Less  than  $100 
W 
C 
I I t I I 
4 1 0 0 3 0 7 1 8 (0.4) 
TABLE 2 1, DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY FAMILY RESPONSIBILITY 
1. Permanently 
43 50 62 116 31 20 18 
15 20 23 
2. Temporarily 
25 24 15 
0 13 12 
3. Unemployed, 
Total 
s t a t u s  f o r  each category def ined  by number of dependents seems t o  be  r e l a t i v e l y  
c o n s t a n t ,  i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  s i z e  of family does n o t  r ep re sen t  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  
f a c t o r  i n  employment s t a t u s .  Also the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of employment s t a t u s  by 
percent  of family income remains r e l a t i v e l y  the  sane so t h a t  t h i s  f a c t o r  
l i kewise  does n o t  appear t o  be s i g n i f i c a n t .  Table 22 co l l apses  t h e  da t a  
over fami ly  s i z e  and expands t h e  c a t e g o r i e s  f o r  percent  of family income 
earned by t h e  person a t  time of l ayo f f .  The h ighes t  unemployment r a t e s  
occur f o r  t hose  persons whose s a l a r i e s  a t  t ime of layoff  r ep re sen t  l e s s  than 
60 percent  of fami ly  income. 
Tables  23  and 24 show average s a l a r i e s  a t  t i n e  of l ayo f f  and 
r e s e r v a t i o n  s a l a r i e s  f o r  those  persons s t i l l  i n  t he  l abo r  fo rce  without  
permanent jobs.  The r e s e r v a t i o n  s a l a r i e s  r ep re sen t  t h e  minimums they  
would r e q u i r e  t o  accept  permanent employment. For those  persons wi th  
temporary employment, o f f i c i a l s  and managers appear t o  be the most des- 
p e r a t e  s k i l l  group, being w i l l i n g  t o  accept  a  permanent job a t  a  s i g n i f i -  
c a n t l y  1ower.average s a l a r y  i n  t h e i r  p re sen t  l o c a t i o n  than they  rece ived  
a t  time of l a y o f f ,  For t h e  unemployed persons ,  both o f f i c i a l s  and 
managers and s c i e n t i s t s  and engineers  a r e  w i l l i n g  t o  accept  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
lower r e s e r v a t i o n  s a l a r i e s  i n  t h e i r  p re sen t  l o c a t i o n  then they received 
a t  time of l a y o f f .  Reservat ion s a l a r i e s  f o r  permanent jobs r equ i r ing  
r e l o c a t i o n  average from $40 t o  $60 more than  r e s e r v a t i o n  s a l a r i e s  i n  
t h e i r  p re sen t  l oca t ion .  
Tables  25 and 26 a r e  concerned wi th  the  a t t i t u d e s  of the  respondents  
toward r e t u r n i n g  t o  aerospace.  I n  Table 253 almost 86 percent  of t h e  people 
who do no t  have permanent employment i nd ica t ed  t h a t  they  might r e t u r n  t o  
aerospace.  Of t h e s e ,  almost 55 percent  s a i d  they  d e f i n i t e l y  would r e t u r n ,  
This  l a t t e r  percentage i s  i n  sharp  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  14 percent  of t h e  
permanently employed persons who would r e t u r n  t o  aerospace. 
Table 26 c a r r i e s  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  f u r t h e r ,  showkg the l eng th  of 
unemployment versus  a t t i t u d e s  toward aerospace. E = t i c e  t h a t  t he  persons 
wi th  t h e  longer average length  of unemployment a r e  more w i l l i n g  t o  r e t u r n  
t o  aerospace,  a s  you would expect.  In  some c a s e s ,  they a l s o  a r e  more w i l l i n g  
t o  accept  l a y o f f s  a s  a  p a r t  of t he  aerospace indus t ry  in  view of o the r  
b e n e f i t s .  Never the less ,  almost 40 percent  of t h e  respcndents  f e l t  t h a t  the  
l ayo f f  s i t u a t i o n  was s u f f i c i e n t  cause t o  leave  t h e  indus t ry  permanently. 
TABLE 22. DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES BY CURRENT EMPLOYMENT STATUS 
VERSUS PERCENT OF FAMILY INCOPIE PROVIDED BY JOB AT TIME 
OF LAYOFF 
P e r c e n t  of 
F am i l y  Income 
a t  Time 
of Layoff 
T o t a l  
Unemployed, 
Seek ing  Work P e r c e n t a g e s  
Perm Temp. 
Emp. Emp. Unemp. 
Is t Follow- 
Pfai l ing up 
1st Follow- 
M a i l i n g  up  T o t a l  T o t a l  
Found 
Permanent Employment 
T o t a l  
Found 
Temporary Employment 
1st Follow- 
Mai l ing  up 
1st Follow- 
Mai l ing  up T o t a l  T o t a l  
TABLE.23. AVERAGE SALARIES AT Tm OF LAYOFF AM) RESERVATION S?.WRIES BY SKILL CLASSIFICATION (WEEKLY SALARY/ 
COUhT) FOR THOSE PERSONS STILL IX LABOR FORCE WITHOUT PERMk\FNT JOBS (FIRST MAILING) 
- 
Averese Average Average 
Length of Average Reservat ion Reservation 
Unemploy- Sa la ry  Salary In Salary 
merit a t  Time Presen t  I f  Move L O  
(-decks) of Layoff Location Other Locatron S k i l l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
O f f i c i a l s  & llanagers I 31 $275111 $234/11 $280110 1 54 $293/14 $221114 $289114 
- 
Average Average Average 
Length of Average Rcserva t ion Reservat ion 
Unemploy- Salary Sa la ry  In S a l a r y  
ment a t  Time Presen t  I f  Move t o  
(weeks) of Layoff Location Other Location 
S c i e n t i s t s  & ~ n ~ i n e e r s  1 30 $2801108 $277/103 $326/96 ) 42 $286/120 $242Il18 $2981111 
Profess iona l  
Administrat ive I 27 $242171 $238170 $287/67 43 $261194 $259/92 $3i3/6O 
Technicians 1 30 $1791167 $1841156 $2241145 [1 42 $168/91 $161/90 $207173 
Sk i l l ed  Labor / 29 $168/113 $1721106 $215198 1/ 41  $165192 $157190 $203/74 
Semi-skilled h Un- 
s k i l l e d  Labor 
TABLE 24 .  AVERAGE SALARIES AT TI?E OF LAYOFF L I D  RESERi7AT1OX SALAYIES BY SKILL CLASSIFICATIOB 
(WEEKLY SALARY/COIJW) FOR THOSE PERSONS STILL LaOR FORCE WITIiOUT PEIu.WiNEXT JOBS 
(FOLLOW-UP) 
30 $156177 $182/71 $216162 4 1  $146/79 $149/79 $189153 I 
Unclass i f i ed  
T o t a l  
-- -- 
Average Average Average 
Average Reservat ion Average Reservat ion Reservatron 
Sa la ry  Sa la ry  In Sa la ry  Sa la ry  In Salary 
a t  Time Presen t  I f  Move t o  a t  Time Presen t  I f  Move Lo 
27 $175/10 $17518 $23217 
3 1  $197/617 $205/587 $248/536 
I TDLP ORARY E>PLOYFEZIT 
35 $145/10 $15819 $18217 
, 43 $200/597 $189/5%5 $2451465 
UNEMTLOYED 
O f f i c i a l s  & Managers 1 161  $37511 $42511 $425/1 $010 $01'0 
S k i l l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
S c i e n t i s t s  & Engineers 1 23 $278/17 $297/16 $325/15 11 ' 45 $271/1b $239/l4 $310113 
Profess iona l  
Administrat ive 
I I 1  
(weeks) of Layoff Locat ion Other Location 
Technicians I 36 '$175138 $187137 $227131 11 49 $154117 $ l l l / l 7  $184/11 
(weeks) of Layoff Location Other Locat ion 
o f f i c e  & C l e r i c a l  1 40 $154/12 $171112 $206/8 1) 47 $130119 $128119 $171123 
Sk i l l ed  Labor 1 1 9  $ l % l i 9  $165126 $207/19 11 36 $160117 $ 1 6 l / l 8  $21b/ l l  
Semi-ski l led & Un- 
s k i l l e d  Labor 1 24 $l50/16 $200116 $232111 11 38 $141/37 $143/34 $176116 
Unc lass i f i ed  
, Tota l  
24 $133/16 $175/5 $20515 
31 $185/133 $2081126 325 11 107 
24 $145/5 $17515 $17513 
41  $173/124 $1651121 $217173 

TABLE 2 6 .  AVERAGE LENGTH OF UNEMPLOYMENT AND DISTRIBUTION, BY CURRENT EMPLOYbENT STATUS 
(WEEKS/COUNT FOR THOSE STILL IN LABOR FORCE) VS. ATTITUDES TOWARD AEROSPACE 
INDUSTRY 
A t t i t u d e  Toward 
L a y o f f s  i n  
A e r o s p a c e  
A t t i t u d e  About 
A e r o s p a c e  
D e f i n i t e l y  Not  
Yes ,  Anywhere 
A c c e p t a b l e  i n  v ie1  
o f  Uenef i t s  
U n f o r t u n a t e  Mard- 
s h i p  
T o t a l  
Cause  Lo Leave 
Aerospace 
20 /631  20/187 818  31/629 321138 767 441601 421129 730 1 8 6 1  4 5 4  2315 (100.0) 
U t i l i z a t i o n  of Aerospace S k i l l s  
The purpose of t h e  fol lowing d i scuss ion  i s  t o  summarize the  data 
which r e f l e c t  on t h e  u t i l i z a t i o n  of t he  aerospace s k i l l s  of those  persons 
who have found reemployment. Tables a r e  presented which s m a r i z e  i n f o r -  
n a t i o n  on t h e  c u r r e n t  types of occupat ions t h e  respondents  have acqui red ,  
t h e i r  assessment of the  cu r r en t  use of t h e i r  s k i l l s  obtained through 
aerospace exper ience  and elsewhere, and o the r  comparisons of t h e i r  p re sen t  
employment w i th  t h e i r  employment a t  the  time of l a y o f f .  
I n  Table 27,  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of p r e s e n t  occupat ion i s  c o n t r a s t e d  
wi th  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of occupat ions a t  t he  time of l ayo f f .  The occupat ions 
t h i c h  show a n  inc rease  a r e  maintenance and suppor t  s e r v i c e s ,  s a l e s  and 
marketing, and "other". Decreases appear i n  the a r e a s  of product ion,  des ign  
and development, documentation, and e s p e c i a l l y  t e s t  and eva lua t ion .  
Tables  28 and 29 summarize information on t h e  u s e  of aerospace 
s k i l l s  f o r  t h e  va r ious  occupat ions and a l s o  f o r  t he  indus t ry  o r  bus iness  i n  
which t h e  respondents  have found employment. About f i f t y - f i v e  percent  of  t h e  
respondents  i nd ica t ed  t h a t  t h e  s k i l l s  they obtained through aerospace 
exployment a r e  being used r a t h e r  ex t ens ive ly  o r  somewhat i n  t h e i r  p re sen t  
enployment. Over 80 percent  of those  i n  the  a r eas  of b a s i c  r e sea rch ,  des ign  
and development, t e s t  and eva lua t ion ,  and documentation a r e  making use  01 
t h e i r  aerospace s k i l l s .  The lowest use  of aerospace s k i l l s  a r e  i n  s a l e s  
and narke t ing .  Other than  those  p r e s e n t l y  i n  aerospace,  t h e  indus t ry  where 
aerospace s k i l l s  a r e  being used t h e  most i s  o the r  manufacturing where abo~1i3 
70 percent  of t h e  persons employed a r e  using these  s k i l l s .  The lowest usage i s  
i n  t r a d e  and s e r v i c e s  (about 30 pe rcen t ) .  About f o r t y  t o  f i f t y  percent  of 
those  i n  government employment and o ther  c a t e g o r i e s  use  t h e i r  aerospace 
s k i l l s .  
Table 30 p r e s e n t s  a  s imp l i f i ed  ve r s ion  of  t h e  da t a  i n  Table 29 ,  
Percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n  of reemployment by i n d u s t r i e s  i s  sho~..-n. Outside 
of r e t u r n s  t o  aerospace,  the  l a r g e s t  percentage of reemployment has been i n  
o the r  manufacturing and t r a d e  and se rv i ces .  
Table 31 p r e s e n t s  a  comparison of p r e s e n t  employment wi th  en-ploy- 
next a t  t ime of l ayo f f .  S i g n i f i c a n t  conclusions f r c n  t h i s  t a b l e  a r e  thac 
only ebout 35 percent  of t he  respondents  r e p o r t  t h a t  t h e i r  p re sen t  job pays as 

TABLE 28, DISTRIBUI'ION OF FIRST WILING RESP0P;SES BY USE OF AEROSPACE SKILLS 
VERSUS CUW.ENT INDUSTRY/BUSI>;ZSS OF EEU'LOI?!!NT A 3  T F E  01; JOB 
C u r r e n t  Type of J o b  
Ka in t en -  
ance  & O f f i c e  & S a l e s  & T e s t  & 
Produc- Suppo r t  C l e r i c a l  Adniinis- Elarket- B a s i c  Desisn  & Evalua-  Documen- T o t a l  
Use of A ~ r o s p a c e  S k i l l  t i o n  S e r v i c e s  S uppo r t  t r a t i o n  ins R e s e a r c i  Dcvelopnlcnt t i o n  t a t i o n  O ~ n c r  P c r c e n t L  
H i ~ h l y  R e l a t e d  4  1 35  2  6  22 2 6 67 3 8  1 8  44 299 
Somewhat R e l a t e d  
Nct  E e l a t e d  a t  A l l  47 6 3  4 7  27 86 2 24 1 5  
(30.9) 
4 154. 4 6 9  
T o t a l  
(42.2) 
135  150 111 8 1  106 1 4  138 7 9 37 260 1111 
(100.0) 
Cur ren t  Bus ine s s  o r  I n d u s t r y  o f  Employlent 
Other  T rade  & T o t a l  
Use of A e r s s j a c e  S k i l l  Aerospace  E!anufac t u r  i n e  S e r v i c e s  Gc.:ernment O the r  
P 
LPercen t )  
H igh ly  R e l a t e d  168 68 2  0  20  2 8  302 
S x e w b a t  S e l a t e d  5  9 
Nor Re l a t ed  a t  A l l  8  
TABLE 29. DISTRIEUTIOX OF FOLLOC-UP RES?ONSES BY USE OF N?.OSPACE SKILLS 
VERSUS CURRENT IXDUSTRY/BUSI!ZSS OF EEIPLOF!EhT A23 TiTE OF JOE 
Cur r en t  Type o f  J o b  
Mainten-  
ance  & O f f i c e  & S a l e s  & T e s t  & 
Produc- Suppo r t  C l e r i c a l  Adminis- Ha rke t -  Bas i c  Desr~n & Evalua-  Documen- 
USE of Ae r s s sace  S k i l l s  t i o n  S e r v i c e s  Suppo r t  t r a t i o n  ing  Research  Deve1:rrment t i o n  t a t i o n  Othe- 
H i g i l y  R e l a t e d  1 5  1 5  8  4 2 2 11 12 5  14  
Socewhat R e l a t e d  11 1 7  1 11 3 0  12 7  3  14 
Not R e l a t e d  a t  A l l  1 4  12  11 8 2  5 1 .. 5 0  32 
T o t a l  4 0  44  2  0  2 3  30 3  2 T 24 8  6 0  
T o t a l  
( P c r c r n t )  
Cu r r en t  Bus ine s s  o r  I ndusc ry  o f  3mplo)-ent 
Other  T rade  & T o i a l  
Use c f  Aer>s?ace  S k i l l s  Aerospace  l lanufac  t u r i n c  S e r v r c e s  C:'/ernmeq t  Other  
P 
( P e r c e n t )  
. H i g i l y  Re l a t ed  46 
Soreh+at R e l a t ed  14  
( 2 i - 2 )  
Noc Re l a t ed  a t  A l l  2  2 1 42 9 43 l l i  
T o t a l  

TABLE 31. DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSES OF CURRENT EMPLOYMENT COMPARED WITH 
EMPLOYMENT AT TIME OF LAYOFF: FREQUENCY COUNTS AND (PERCENTAGES) 
I F i r s t  Mail ing 1 Follow-up 
Re la t i onsh ip  of Curren t  
Employment t o  : 
Aerospace Experience 
Educa t iona l  S k i l l s  
Other blork Experience 
Highly Somewhat Not Rela ted  
Rela ted  Rela ted  a t  A l l  T o t a l  
Highly Somewhat Not Rela ted  
Rela ted  Rela ted  a t  A l l  To t a l  
88 7 9 112 273 
(31.5) (28.3) (40.2) (100.0) 
85 95 67 247 
(34.4) (38.5) (27.1) (ZOO. 0)  
9 7 101 6 3 261 
(37.2) (38.7) (24.1) (100,O) 
Pay 
F r inge  B e n e f i t s  
Worlcing Condi t ions  
F u l l  Use of S k i l l s  
Job S e c u r i t y  
Comrnu t i u g  Cond i t ions  
Comparison of P r e s e n t  
Job t o  Job a t  Time 
of Layoff w i th  Respect t o :  
300 
(LOO. 0)  
297 
(100.0) 
2 9 7 
(100" 0 )  
298 
(100.0) 
2 97 
(100"O) 
2 92 
(103,O) 
Worse - Same B e t t e r  T o t a l  
C 
U1 
Worse - Same B e t t e r  T o t a l  
wel l  o r  b e t t e r  than t h a t  a t  time of l a y o f f ;  a  t h i r d  f e e l  t h a t  the  fringe 
b e n e f i t s  a r e  a s  good or  b e t t e r ;  s i x t y  percent  f e e l  t h e  working condi t ions  
a r e  a s  good or  b e t t e r ;  f i f t y - f o u r  percent  f e e l  t h a t  they  a r e  making f u l l  
use of t h e i r  s k i l l s ;  seventy- three  percent  f e e l  t h a t  t h e i r  job s e c u r i t y  
i s  the  same or  b e t t e r ;  and s i x t y - f i v e  percent  f e e l  t h a t  t h e  commuting 
condi t ions  a r e  t h e  same o r  b e t t e r .  For those  who have found reemployment, 
t he  s i g n i f i c a n t  l o s s e s  r e s u l t i n g  from t h e i r  aerospace l a y o f f s  appear t o  
be i n  t h e  a r e a s  of pay and f r i n g e  b e n e f i t s .  
Economic Impact 
Economic l o s s ,  a s  measured by l o s s e s  i n  Federa l  revenues, 
S t a t e  and l o c a l  revenues, and personal  l o s s ,  a r e  summarized here .  The 
procedures followed i n  e s t ima t ing  these  l o s s e s  a r e  descr ibed i n  a  sub- 
sequent s e c t i o n  of t h i s  r e p o r t ,  e n t i t l e d  Data Processing Procedures.  
Federal. revenue l o s s  has been es t imated  a s  t he  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  Federal  
income t a x  which a  person would have been paying had he not  been l a i d  
o f f ,  based on s a l a r y  a t  time of l a y o f f ,  and an e s t ima te  of what he did 
pay, based on l e n g t h  of unemployment, and present  s a l a r y  i f  employed, 
S t a t e  and l o c a l  revenue l o s s  has been f igu red  s i m i l a r l y  f o r  income taxes  
and s a l e s  t axes .  Personal  l o s s  has  been est imated a s  t he  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  
es t imated  a c t u a l  wages rece ived  and what would have been received i n  the 
event  of no l a y o f f ,  p lus  (or minus) t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t axes  pa id ,  mFnus 
any government compensation paid ( inc luding  s o c i a l  s e c u r i t y ) ,  minus any 
lump sum payments a t  t ime of l a y o f f ,  p lus  any c o s t s  a s soc i a t ed  wi th  r e l o -  
c a t i o n  and/or  job  search .  
Table 32 p re sen t s  a  summary of t h e  average l o s s e s  i n  each 
ca tegory  by employment s t a t u s  of t he  respondents.  These l o s s e s  r ep re sen t  
t h e  average t o t a l  l o s s  f o r  t h e  t h r e e  yea r  per iod covering 1968, 1969, 
and 1970. Using t h e s e  averages t o  e x t r a p o l a t e  t o  t h e  e n t i r e  popula t ion  
of 27,171 persons i n  the  universe  sampled, and assuming t h e s e  27,171 
ind iv idua l s  have the  same d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  employment s t a t u s  a s  t he  2 , 5 1 9  
responses,  the  t o t a l  e s t r a p o l a t e d  economic l o s s  r e s u l t i n g  from the  l a y o f f s  
i s  shown i n  Table 33. The l o s s  i n  Federa l  revenues i s  es t imated  t o  be 
TABLE 32. SWIMARY OF ESTIMATED AVERAGE LOSSES FOR 
TtlE THREE YEAR PERIOD, 1968-1970 
Estimated 
Employnlcnt Federal  S t a t e  & Local S t a t e  & Local 
S ta tus  Income Tax Income Tax Sales  Tax Personal 
D i s t r i b u t i o n  Revenue Loss Revenue Loss Revenue Loss Loss 
F i r s t  Elailing 2,017 
Permanently Employed 6 74 $1,272 $262 
Temporarily Employed 629 1,859 343 
Unemployed 611 2,868 625 
L e f t  Work Force 103 -- -- 
Follow-up Mailing 502 
Permanently Employed 168 823 5 9 38 3,055 
Temporarily Employed 158 1,583 330 87 5,066 
Unemployed 151 1,839 388 76 3,618 
L e f t  Work Force 25 -- -- -- - - 
Tota l  2,519 $1,808 $379 $70 $3,507 
TAELE 33. SL!INiY OF EXTRAPOLATED ESTIMATE OF TOTAL LOSSES FOR THE T m E  YEAR 
PERIOD, 1968-1970, FOR THE UNIVERSE OF 27,171 EMPLOYEES 
Estimated 
Employment Federal  . S t a t e  & Local S t a t e  & Local 
S t a t u s  Income Tax Income Tax Sa les  Tax Personal To ta l  
D i s t r i b u t i o n  Revenue Loss Revenue Loss Revenue Loss Loss Loss 
F i r s t  Efailing 21,756 
Permanently Employed 7,270 $ 9.24A.1 S1.905M $0.342M $17.143M $28.6371.I 
Temporarily Employed 6,785 12.613 2.327 0.529 27.852 43.321 
Unemployed 6,590 18.900 4.119 0.626 23.955 47.600 
L e f t  Work Force 1,111 -- -- -- -- -- 
Follow-up b h i l i n g  5,415 
Permanently Employed 1,812 1.491 0.107 0.069 5.536 7.203 
Temporarily Employed 1,704 2.697 0.562 0.148 8.632 12.019 
Unemployed 1,629 2.996 0.632 0.124 5.894 9.646 
L e f t  Work Force 270 -- -- -- -- -- 
Tota l  f o r  3 Years 27,171 $47.944M $9.652M $1.838M S89.012M $148.446>1 
almost 48 m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  f o r  t h e  t h r e e  year  per iod o r  about 16 m i l l i o n  
d o l l a r s  per  year .  S t a t e  and Local  revenue l o s s e s  i n  income t axes  a r e  
es t imated  t o  be about 9.6 m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  f o r  t h e  t h r e e  yea r  per iod o r  
3.2 m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  pe r  year .  Revenue l o s s e s  i n  S t a t e  and Local s a l e s  
t axes  a r e  es t imated  t o  be about 1.8 m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s ,  o r  about 0.6 m i l l i o n  
d o l l a r s  pe r  yea r .  The t o t a l  revenue loss  (Federal ,  S t a t e ,  and Local)  i s  
es t imated  t o  be almost 20 m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  per  yea r ,  r e s u l t i n g  from the  
l a y o f f s  of t he  27,171 employees. 
I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  personal  l o s s  t o  t he  employees i s  es t imated  t o  
be about 89 m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  f o r  t h r e e  yea r s  o r  almost 30 m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  
per  year .  
The remaining t a b l e s  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  p re sen t  f u r t h e r  deca i l ed  
informat ion  f o r  t h e  averages shown i n  Table 32. 
Est imated average Federa l  revenue l o s s  by s k i l l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
and employment s t a t u s  i s  shown i n  Tables 34 and 35, f o r  the  t h r e e  year  
per iod  of 1968, 1969, and 1970. From t h e  f i r s t  mai l ing  responses,  t h e  
average Federa l  revenue l o s s  f o r  those  persons s t i l l  i n  the l a b o r  f o r c e  
averages t o  $1,917 f o r  1,392 responses.  S i m i l a r l y  f o r  t h e  fo l lo~7-up ,  
t he  average l o s s  i s  $1,310 f o r  306 responses.  
Est imated average S t a t e  and l o c a l  income t a x  l o s s e s  a r e  s l ~ o ~ j n  
i n  Tables 36 and 37, f o r  each s k i l l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  The average S t a t e  
and l o c a l  income t a x  l o s s  f o r  those  persons s t i l l  i n  t h e  l a b o r  fo rce  i s  
es t imated  t o  be about  $411 f o r  t h e  f i r s t  mai l ing  responses and about  
$226 f o r  t h e  follow-up responses ( f o r  t h e  t h r e e  yea r  pe r iod ) .  
Tables  38 and 39 p re sen t  s i m i l a r  summaries of S t a t e  and l o c a l  
s a l e s  t a x  l o s s  e s t ima te s .  The average l o s s  f o r  t h e  t h r e e  y e a r  per iod  
i s  about $72 f o r  t h e  f i r s t  mai l ing  responses,  and about $62 f o r  t h e  
follow-up responses.  
Tables 40 and 41  summarize personal  l o s s  f o r  t he  f i r s t  l a i l i n g  
responses and follow-up responses s t i l l  i n  t he  l abo r  fo rce .  The average 
es t imated  personal  l o s s  f o r  t h e  t h r e e  yea r  per iod i s  about $3,424 f o r  t h e  
f i r s t  maili-ng responses and $3,S86 f o r  t h e  follow-up responses.  
Tables  42 and 43 provide a  f u r t h e r  breakout  of t h e  average 
personal  l o s s e s  shown i n  Tables 40 and 41. Averages f o r  t h e  f i v e  elements 
which taken  toge the r  comprise personal  l o s s  a r e  presented i n  t hese  t a b l e s ,  
TABLE 34. AVERAGE FEDEML REVENJE LOSS AND DISTRIBUTION BY CURP.ENT EMPLOBLENT STATUS 
VERSUS SKILL CLASSIFICATIOX (AVEXAGE/FREQUENCY COUNT, FOi: FIRST blAILIYG 
ILESPONSES) 
Found Found Unemployed, Lef t  
Permanent Temporary Seeking. Work Response Semple Univorse 
S k i l l  C l a s s i f i c a t i a n  Em?loyment Employment Work Force Dis t r ibu t ion  Dis t r ibu t ion  Dis t r ibu t ion  
O f f i c i a l s  and Managers 
. S c i e n t i s t s  and Engineers 
Profess iona l  Administrat ive 
Technicians 
Of f ice  and C l e r i c a l  
S k i l l e d  Labor 
Semiski l led,  Unski l led 
Labor and Service Workers 
Unclassif ied 
Tota l  12:2 1859 2868 -- 
(495) (529) (368) (57) (14L9) (5000) ( 2 7 1 7 1 )  
TABLE 35. AVERAGE FEDZFGL REVEhX'E LOSS AND DISTRIBUTION BY CURRENT ENPLOl?SNT STATUS VEXSUS 
SKILL CL4SSZFICATION (AVEUGEIFREQUEKCY C O W ,  FOR FOLLOW-UP RESPONSES) 
Foun5 Found Unemployed, L e f t  
S k i l l  Permanent Temporary Seeking Work Response Sarnlle Universe 
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Ernp1o)~ent Employment Work Force Dis t r ibu t ion  Dis t r ibu t ion  3 i s t r i b u t i o r .  
O f f i c i a l s  & Managers 1798 14121 0 -- 
(6)  (1) (0) (1) (8) (92) (504)  
S c i e n t i s t s  & Engineers 3622 2775 6809 -- 
(15) (12) (6) (1)'  (34) (808) ( 4 3 7 6 )  
Professional  -713 
Administrat ive (12) 
Technicians 
Office & C l e r i c a l  853 
(153 
Sk i l l ed  Labor 
Semiski l led,  Unskilled 396 
Labor & Service (20) 
Workers 
Unclassif ied 0 
(0)  
TABLE 36. AVERAGE STA'TE P N V  LOCAL INCONE TAX LOSS P N D  DISTRISUTION aY 
CURRENT EEPLOV<EhT STAT1:S VERSUS SKILL CLASSIFICATION (AVERAGE/ 
FREQUENCY COUNT FOR FIRST Y'ILLNG RESPOSSES) 
Found Found Unemployed, L e f t  
Permanent Temporary Seeking Work Response Sample Un ive r s e  
S k i l l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Employment Employment Work Fo rce  D i s t r i b u t i o n  D i s t r i b u t i o n  D i s t r i b u t i o n  
O f f i c i a l s  and Managers 1165 471  1373 - - 
(11) (6) (10) (0) (27) (92) 6 0 4 )  
S c i e n t i s t s  and Engineers  547 825 1367 - - 
(79) (66) (68) (9) (222) (808) (4376) 
P r o f e s s i o n a l  Admin i s t r a t i ve  ' 529 566 86 6 -- 
(41) (54) (65) (7) (167) (523) (2860) 
Techn i c i ans  
O f f i c e  and C l e r i c a l  106 206 174 -- 
(62) (42) (54) (11) (169) (735) (3998) 
S k i l l e d  Labor 
S e r i s k i l l e d ,  U n s k i l l e d  
Labor and S e r v i c e  Workers 128  131 185 - - 
(49 ) (58) (32) (6) (145) (769) (4180) 
E n c l a s s i f  ied  101  193 196 -- 
(9) (6 (5) (0) (20) (124) (676) 
T o t a l  262 343 625 -- 
(378) (405) (315) (42) (1140) (5300) (27171) 
TABLE 37. AVER4GE STATE AND LCCAL IINCaE TAX LOSS Ah2 DIST?.IBLTICS BY CLW?TT E>l?LC%?EST 
STATUS VERSUS SKILL CLASSIFIC.ATION (AVETWC-S/FREC~~~CY C.X.INT, FOR FOLLOW-UP ESPCNSiS) 
Found Found U n e ~ p l o y e d ,  L e f t  
S k i l l  Permanent Temporary Seeking Fork  Respcnse San.?le Un ive r s e  
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Employment Employment Work Force  3 i s t r i b x t i o n  D i s t r i S u t i o n  D i s t r i b u t i o n  
O f f i c i a l s  & Nanagers 569 3480 0 -- 
(6)  (1)  (0) (0) (7) (92) (504) 
S c i e n t i s t s  & Eng inee r s  327 7 04 1756 -- 
(7)  (9) (6)  (1) (23)  (808) (4376) 
P r o f e s s i o n a l  -280 751 582 -- 
Admin i s t r a t i ve  (11) (8) (9)  (0) (28) (523)  (2860) 
Techn i c i ans  
O f f i c e  & C l e r i c a l  159 189 147 -- 
(13) ( 6 )  (11) ( 3 )  (33)  (735)  ( 3 9 9 3 )  
S k i l l e d  Labor 9 6 128 261 -- 
(25) (IS) ( l o )  (1)  (54)  (8911 (6835) 
Scniski l le*! ,  Unsk i l l ed  90  171  164 -- 
Lshor  & S e r v i c e  (20) (8)  (16) i 2 )  (46) (769)  (4180) 
Workers 
TABLE 38. AVERAGE STATE AND LOCAL SALES TAX LOSS ASD DISTSIRUTIOS 
BY CURLENT EPIPLOBXPIT STtITUS VERSUS SKILL CLASSIFICATION 
(AvERAGE~FREQUENCY COUXT FOR FIRST MAILISG RESP09SE) 
Found Found Unemployed, Left 
Yermonent Temporary Seeking Work Respozse Sample L'niversr 
Skill Classification Employment Employment Work Force Distribction Distribction Distribution 
Officials and Planagers 
Scientists and Enzineers 58 . 111 155 -- 
(105 (84) (82) (12) (283) (808) (4376) 
Professional Administrative 59 105 116 - - 
(50) (62) (68) (8) (188) (523) (2660) 
Technicians 
Office and Clerical 
Skilled Labor 
Semiskilled, Unskilled 
Labor and Service Workers 48 43 54 -- 
(49) (63) (34) (6) (152) (769) (4150) 
Unclassified 53 72 6 5 - - 
(9 (6 ) (5 1 (0) (201 (124) '(676) 
Total 47 7 8 95 -- 
(466) (499) (356) (56) (1377) (5000) (27171) 
TABLE 39. AVERAGE STATE ANil LEAL SALES TAX LOSS k\XJ DISTRIELTION BY CL:?;T E2.lPLCf~?IEX STArUS 
VERSUS SKILL CLASSIFICATION (AVERAGE/FREQLTNCY COU;iT, FOR FOLLOW-UP RESPOSSES) 
Found Found Unemployed, . Left 
Skill Permanent Temporary Seeking Work Response Sample Cniverse 
Classification Employment Employment Work Force Distribu2ion Distribution Distribution 
Officials & Hanagers 43 1185 0 -- 
(6) (1) (0) (1) (8) (92) ( 504 )  
Scientists & Engineers 110 104 177 -- 
(14) (11) (6) (1) (32) (808) (4376)  
Professional -23 173 76 -- 
Administrative (12) (10) (9) (0) ( 3 i )  (523) (2560) 
Technicians 
Office & Clerical 61 86 57 - - 
(14) (9) (11) (4) (38) (735) ( j j 9 8 )  
Skilled Labor 2 9 30 94 - - 
(27) (20) (10) (1) (58) (891) (L338) 
Semiskilled, Ynskf lled 25 40 51 -- 
Labor & Service (20) (9) (16) (2) (47) (769) (4180) 
Workers 
Unclossi l i e d  
Total 38 87 76 -- 
(126) (931 (65) (15) (299) (5000) ( 2 7 1 7 1 )  
--. 
p- 
TABLE 40. AVERAGE PERSONAL LOSS AND DISTRIBUTION BY CURPJ'T CPLI1MEhT STATUS VERSUS 
SKILL CLASSIrICAT1O:i (AwRAcE/FRCQUCNCY C O W  Fi?X FIXST t&\ILI!iG RESPONSES) 
Found Found Unemployed, L e f t  
Permanent Temporary Seek ing  Work 
S k i l l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Employment Employment Work Fo rce  
Response Sanp1.e Un ive r s e  
D i s t r i b u t i o n  D i s t r i b u t i o n  D i s t r i b u t i o n  
O f f i c i a l s  and EIanagers 138 
(15) 
S c i e n t i s t s  and Eng inee r s  1862 
(113) 
P r o f e s s i o n a l  Admin i s t r a t i ve  1900 
(50) 
Techn i c i ans  
O f f i c e  and C l e r i c a l  2177 
(77) 
S k i l l e d  Labor 
S e n i s k i l l e d .  Unsk i l l ed  
Labor and S e r v i c e  Korkers  3081 3393 3304 -- 
(49) (63) (34) (6)  
. U n c l a s s i f i e d  137 1 2929 4655 -- 
(10) (10) (6) (0) 
T o t a l  2358 4105 3635 -- 
(495) (529) (368) (57) 
(37) (92) (504) 
(303) (808) (4376) 
(190) (523) (2860) 
(324) (1058) (5739) 
(ZOO) (735) (3998) 
TABLE 41. AVERAGE PERSOKG LOSS AND DISTRIBWIOX 3Y CLvZhT E?Z'LWIE:!? STATCS VERSUS 
SKILL CLASSIFICATIO:: (AVER.~GZ!FRZQL?EX C O L ~ T ,  FOX rxLow-c?  RESPGSSES) 
Found Found Unemployed, L e f t  
S k i l l  . Permanent Temporary Seek ing  Work R e s s ~ n s e  S a q l e  Un ive r s e  
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  Emplo~ynent Employment Work Fo rce  D i s t r i i u t i o n  D i s t r i b u t i o n  D i s t r i b u t i o n  
O f f i c i a l s  & Managers 4890 35668 0 -- 
(6) (1) (0) (1) ( 8 )  (92) (504) 
S c i e n t i s t s  & Eng inee r s  6570 4906 4828 -- 
(15) (12) ( 6 )  (1) (34) (808) (4376) 
P r o f e s s i o n a l  1230 8652 1996 -- 
Admin i s t r a t i ve  (12) (11)  (9)  (0) (32) (523) (2860) 
Techn i c i ans  29 19 5381  5403 -- 
(35) (35) (12) (6)  (88)  (1058) 65739) 
O f f i c e  & C l e r i c a l  1979 7158 3771 -- 
(15) ( l o )  (11)  (4) (401 (735) (3998)  
S k i l l e d  Labor 
Semisk i l l ed ,  Unsk i l l ed  2256 2381 2435 - - 
Labor & S e r v i c e  (20) (9)  (17)  (2)  ( 48 )  (769) (4180)  
Workers 
U n c l a s s i f i e d  
TABLE 43. AVERAGE PERSONAL. LOSS BY SKILL CLASSIFICATION VERSUS ELEMEhTS 
OF PERSONAL LOSSES m~ GAINS (FOLLOU-UP RESPONSES) TABLE 42. AVERAGE PERSONAL LOSS BY SKILL CLASSIFICATION VERSUS ELEbEWS 
Pcrsonnl I.osses 
Employment Gov't Lump Sum No. 
C l n s s i r i c a t i o n  l'ayn~cnts I(eceivcd Hcccivcd Responses 
Employncnt 
S t a t u s l S k i l l  
Cl i lss i i ic , ic ion 
Pernanently 
1.1:1;> I L > ~ ' . , I  
O f f .  b ?fgrs. 
Sci .  h Enp,rn.  
lJrc>f. t\~ln~. 
I ' uc l~~~ic i i lns  
O f f .  & Cler .  
5k i l l r r l  1nh. 
S c m i ,  L'nsk. 
Lab. & Serv. 
hkrs .  
~ ' I I L . ~ . I S S .  
Temporarily 
Employed 
O f f .  & ?lgrs. 
~ c i .  S. [:n<rs. 
I'ror. Ado. 
Technicians 
I I .  1 ,  
, i 1 I I 
S ~ n i ,  l'nsk. 
I .ll>. s ?<st-v. 
h'!, r s , .  
C n c l a ~ s .  
Off. & PIgrs. 
Sct  . h Kny,rs. 
IJrof. Adm. 
T c c h ~ ~ i c i a n s  
Off. & Cler .  
S l t i l l  cd I.nl>. 
Semi, Unsk. 
Lab. & Serv. 
Wkrs. 
U n c l i ~ ~ e .  
OF 
Average 
Personal 
Loss 
$ 138 
1,862 
1,900 
3,blb 
2,177 
1,635 
3,081 
1,371 
4,307 
3,876 
5,995 
4,065 
4,!1'17 
'1,5Zi7 
3,393 
2,929 
Temporarily 
Employed 
Off. & EIgrs. 
Sc i .  & Engrs. 
I'rol.  Adni. 
Tcchnicinnfi 
OTf. h Clcr .  
!;I< i 1 l ed  1.111). 
Semi, Unsk. 
1.111,. & Sccrv. 
PERSONN. LOSSES AND GAINS 
Personal L o s s e s  
Avcragc Job 
Avcrage Search & 
Income Relocat ion 
I.oss Cost  
$ 5,168 $1,903 
5,400 1,097 
4,747 2,117 
4,656 1,300 
4,010 263 
3,329 333 
4,866 275 
3,517 570 
12,697 229 
9,739 5 96 
10,035 925 
7,000 830 
6,997 8211 
5,517 625 
5,423 335 
5,721 70 
Wkrn. 
Unclass. 
Off & FIg;t-s 
s c t .  & Elt~;rs, 
l'rof. ALIIII. 
l '<,clt~iic J: I I IR  
O l f ,  & C l c r ,  
SI< [ 1 1 etl :,n13, 
Scn~i ,  Ilnslc. 
I.!II,. h Serv, 
Wkrs, 
ll,,c1 > I , , , ,  . 
.- - .- . - . . -  
-. . . -.". 
(FIRST EfAILING RESPONSES) 
Personal Gains 
Average Average Average 
Savings Gov't Lump Sum 
i n  Tax Compcnsatlon Payments 
Payments Received lleceived 
$3,815 $ 542 $2,576 
2.65'2 657 1,750 
2,389 572 2,003 
928 777 634 
767 941 387 
757 522 747 
1,011 711 336 
931 1,204 580 
5,826 984 1,808 
4,377 1', 000 1,081 
3,077 910 978 
1,671, 1,077 1,016 
1,560 1,403 1tO1 
1,150 1,055 421 
. 992 894 478 
1,288 880 693 
No. 
of 
llesponsea 
15 
113 
50 
117 
77 
64 
49 
10 
11 
91 
63 
140 
53 
98 
63 
10 
Tables  44 and 45 p r e s e n t  es t imated  average personal  l o s s  
ve r sus  a t t i t u d e  toward r e t u r n i n g  t o  aerospace. It might be expected t h a t  
those  persons wi th  h ighe r  l o s s e s  might n o t  be w i l l i n g  t o  r e t u r n  t o  aero-  
space al though t h i s  i s  n o t  r e a d i l y  apparent  from t h e  t a b l e s .  Some of t h e  
groups wi th  h ighe r  l o s s e s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  they  would be w i l l i n g  t o  r e t u r n ,  
Also note  t h a t  those  w i t h  temporary employment seem t o  have su f f e red  t h e  
h ighes t  personal  l o s s e s .  They may have accepted temporary employment out 
of despera t ion .  
Tables  46 and 47 examine es t imated  average personal  l o s s  by 
r e s e r v a t i o n  s a l a r i e s .  As one might have expected, the  t a b l e s  i n d i c a t e  
a t r end  t h a t  those  persons wi th  h igher  personal  l o s s ,  i n d i c a t i n g  t h e  
s e v e r i t y  of t h e i r  economic s i t u a t i o n ,  seem more w i l l i n g  t o  accept  lower 
s a l a r i e s .  
Re1 oca t ion  Experience /Mobil i ty  
The fol lowing t a b l e s  summarize information r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  
geographic m o b i l i t y  of t h e  l a i d  o f f  aerospace employees. The t a b l e s  
p re sen t  m o b i l i t y  p a t t e r n s  ve r sus  o t h e r  f a c t o r s  which may inf luence  
m o b i l i t y  such a s  s k i l l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  occupat ion,  educa t iona l  a t t a i n -  
ment, age,  and sex and m a r i t a l  s t a t u s .  
The f i r s t  s e t  of t a b l e s  p r e s e n t s  t h e  percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n  
of mob i l i t y ,  a s  measured by moves t o  accept  t h e  job from which they  were 
l a i d  o f f  and moves s i n c e  t h e i r  l ayo f f .  Separa te  t a b l e s  a r e  presented 
f o r  responses t o  t h e  f i r s t  ma i l i ng  and follow-up responses,  
Tables 48 and 49 summarize m o b i l i t y  by s k i l l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n ,  
The l e a s t  mobile s k i l l  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s  appear t o  be t h e  b lue  c o l l a r  
workers ( s k i l l e d ,  s emisk i l l ed ,  u n s k i l l e d  l a b o r ,  and s e r v i c e  workers) 
and the  o f f i c e  and c l e r i c a l  workers. White c o l l a r  employees such as 
o f f i c i a l s  and managers, s c i e n t i s t s  and engineers ,  p r o f e s s i o n a l  adminis- 
t r a t i v e ,  and t e c h n i c i a n s  appear t o  be the  most mobile. 
From Tables 50 and 51, t he  most mobile occupat ion c l a s s e s ,  
measured by type of job he ld  a t  time of l a y o f f ,  appear t o  be admin i s t r a t i on ,  
design and development, t e s t  and eva lua t ion ,  and poss ib ly  b a s i c  r e sea rch  
TABLE 44. AVERAGE PERSONAL LOSS BY CURRENT ENPLOYMENT 
STATUS VERSUS ATTITUDE TOWARD RETURNING TO 
AEI1OSPACE Ef.lPLOyi.LENT (AVERAGE/FIEQUENCY 
COUNT, FOR FIRST MAILING RESPONSES) 
Found Found Unemployed, 
Wi l l i n j i ne s s  t o  Permanent Temporary Seeking 
Re tu rn  t o  Aerospace Employment Employment Work 
I n  Aerospace  
Yes,  I n  S e l e c t e d  3247 4021 3794 
Loca t i ons  (59) (192) (193) 
T o t a l  
TABLE 45. AVERAGE PERSONAL LOSS BY CURRENT EEfPLODfENT STATUS VERSUS 
ATTITUDE TOWARD RETURNIKG TO AEROSPACE EMPLOYMENT 
(AVERAGE/FREQLENGY COUNT, FOR FOLLOW-w RESPONSES) 
Found Found Unemployed, 
Wi l l i ngnes s  t o  Permanent Temporary Seeking 
Re tu rn  t o  Aerospace Employment Employment Work 
I n  Aerospace 
D e f i n i t e l y  Not 3660 3837 -830 
( 3 2 )  (8)  (2)  
Pe rhaps  2508 5625 64 84 
(01) (37) (12)  
Yes, Anywhere 
Yes,  i n  S e l e c t e d  2265 4150 2937 
L o c a t i o n s  (23) (30) (45) 
Totnl 
TABLE 46. AVERAGE PERSONAL LOSS BY CURRENT E>IPLO'I?-EXT STA'i'ljS VERSUS ?&SEXVATIO:+ SALMY 
(AVEKAGE/FREQUENCY COUNT, FIRST PIAILING RESPOSSES) 
I n  P r e s e n t  L o c a t i o n  I f  Re loca t i c r .  i s  Necessary  
Found Found Unemployed. Found Fcmd  U n e n ~ l o v e d .  
. . .  R e s e r v a t i o n  . , "  Permanent Temporary Seek ing  Pe rnanen t  Ternpoeary Seeking 
S a l a r y  Employment Employment Work Emplojment E z ~ 1 o p e n t  Work 
L e s s  Than $100 403 L 4117 3811 513 2085 3971 
(13) (10) (12) (3) (1) (3)  
500 & Over 2240 3 798 4151 2080 6157 1822 
(13) (10) (7)  (19) (12) (14) 
T o t a l  2397 4230 3535 2457 1052 3491 
(379) (500) (355) (333) 1456) (282) 
TABLE 47. AVERAGE PERSOSAL LOSS EY CUR3EhT E!G'LOYME&T STATZS 
VERSUS RESERVATION SALARY (FVEXAGE/E?ZQUESCI' COL?;I, FOLLOW- 
UP RESPONSES) 
I n  P r e s e n t  L o c a t i o n  I f  R e l o c a t i c ~  i s  Necessary  
Found Found Unemployed, Found Found Unemployed, 
R e s e r v a t i o n  Permanent Temporary Seeking P e m a n e n t  T e q o r a r y  Seeking 
S a l a r y  Employment Employment Work Employment E q l o p e n t  Work 
Les s  t h a n  $100 
100-149 
150-199 
200-249 
250-299 
300-349 
350-399 
400-449 
450-499 
500 and over 
T o t a l  :! h '1 S 51 00 Y>!I 5 ? I s  15 5 5 1 9  !d 1 0 4  
(101) (102) ( 6 3 )  ( b c J )  ,-,I) I i i )  
TABLE 48. DISTRIBUTION OF FIRST NAILING RESPONSES BY MOBILIR 
VERSUS SKILL CLASSIFICATION (Percentages) 
S k i l l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
O f f i c i a l s  & Hanagers 
Number of 
Responses 
S c i e n t i s t s  & Engineers 
Profess iona l  Administrative 
>loved To Accept Job 
Frorn Which Layed Off 
Moved Since Did Not Move 
Layoff S ince  Layoff 
Technician 
Did h'ot Hove To Accept Job 
From Which Layed Off 
?loved Since Did Kot Move 
Layoff Since Layoff 
Of f ice  & Cler ica l  
Sk i l l ed  Labor 
Semi & Unskilled Labor and 
Serv ice  Workers 
Unclassif ied 
TABLE 49. DISTRIBUTION OF FOLLOW-UP RESPONSES BY MOBILITY 
VERSUS SKILL CLASSIF ICATION (Percentages) 
, Total  1,935 
Moved To Accept Job 
From Which Layed Off 
O f f i c i a l s  & Managers / 9 1 44.4% 22.2% 1 11.21 22.2% 
Did Not Move To Accept Job 
From Which Layed O f f  
S k i l l  C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
S c i e n t i s t s  & Engineers 1 60 1 36.7 8.3  . 1 11.7 43.3 
I 
P ro fess iona l  Administrator / 50 1 18.0 ,16.0 1 8 .0  58.0 
Number of 
Responses 
Technician ( 108 1 18.5 9.3 1 13.9 58.3 
Of f ice  & C l e r i c a l  1 57 1 10.5 5.3 I 8.8 75.4  
Moved Since Did Not Move 
Layoff Since Layoff 
Sk i l l ed  Labor 8 . 1  1 5 .8  i 4 . 5  
Moved Since Did Not Move 
Layoff Since Layoff 
Semi, Unskilled Laior & 3.8 
Service Ir'orker 
Llnc I a s s  i f i c d  16.7 0.0 0.0 8'1.2 
, 
TABLE 50. DISTF.IBUTION CF FIRST FIA1LIE;C RESPOtiSES BY ?S3ILITY 
VERSUS TYPE OF JOB HELD AT LAYOFF (Percentages)  
TABLE 51. DISTRIBUTION OF FOLLOW-UP RESPOSSES BY KOBILZx 
VERSUS TYPE OF JOB HELD AT LAYOFF (Percentages)  
Type Of J o b  
Hc ld  At Time 
Of'Layoff 
P roduc t ion  
Maintenance & Suppor t  S e r v i c e s  
O f f i c e  & C l e r i c a l  Suppor t  
Admin i s t r a t i on  
S a l e s  & M a r k e t i n g  
Basic  Research 
Design & Development 
T e s t  6 Eva lua t ion  
Documentation 
Other  
T o t a l  
- 
Moved'To Accept J o b  1 31d Not ?cave Ts  Acceot J o b  
From Which Layed Off I F r o 3  k'hich i a y e d  Off 
Type of J o b  
Held At Time Number Of Hoved S i n c e  Did Not Move >!sA:ed S i n c e  Drd Sot  S!ove 
Of Layoff Responses , Layoff S i n c e  L a y a f f  
P roduc t ion  
Maintenance 
O f f i c e  i C l e r i c a l  
Admin i s i r a t i on  
S a l e s  & ?larket ing 
Basic Research 
Design L Deve l~pmen t  
Tes t  & Eva lua t ion  
Documentation 
O!.her 
Number Of 
Responses 
254 
203 
230 
143 
12 
Moved To Accept Job  
From Which Layed Off 
Fioved S ince  Did Not Hove 
, Layoff S i n c e  Layoff 
11.0% 9.1% 
25.1 10.8  
9 .6  5 .2  
18.9 15.4 
25.0  8.3 
Did Xot Move To Accept Job  
From L T l c h  Layed Off 
Voved S ince  Did T o t  Xove 
Layoff S i n c e  L a y o f f  
11.47. 68.5% 
8 .9  55 .2  
16.5 68.7 
11.2 54.5  
8 . 3  58.4. 
5.7 60.0 
6.6 54.1 
8.9 53.5 
9.3 58.9 
10.4 6 1 . 2  
1 0 . C  59.3,- 
- 
35  1 11.4 22.9 
257 i 24.9 14.4 
21.8 15.8 
348 129 i 20.2 11.6 
i 
211 , 14.7 13.7 
1,822 18.27. 12.3% 
and documentation personnel. Production workers, and office and clerical 
workers, seem to be the least mobile types. 
From Tables 52 and 53, it appears that geographic mobility has 
a strong relationship to educational attainment of the respondents, Those 
persons with higher educations tend to be more mobile. 
Tables 5 4  and 55 examine mobility from the point of view of age 
of the respondents. Younger persons tend to be more mobile as might be 
expected. Respondents over 40 years of age tend to be less mobile, 
averaging about 60 percent or over who have neither moved to accept the 
job from which they were laid off, nor moved since. 
Tables 56 and 57 present data on mobility by sex and marital. 
status. Female respondents seem to be less mobile than males. Marital 
status does not seem to be significant except in the case of single female 
respondents who tend to be more mobile. 
Tables 58 through 61 present mobility patterns by areas of the 
country, both to accept the job from which the respondents were laid off, 
and in terms of moves since their layoff. The regions of the country used 
in this tabulation follow the regional classification of states by the 
U. S. Department of Commerce. As expected, Tables 58 and 59 show that 
the major movement of persons was to the Southeast (Florida) and the Far 
West (California). The pattern of movement since their layoff, shown in 
Tables 60 and 61, indicate that a large percentage of the respondents 
stayed in the Southeast and the Far West. 
Job Search and Assistance 
Information on the methods used by the respondents in seeking 
employment and the effectiveness of these methods are summarized in 
Tables 62 and 63, for those respondents who found either permanent or 
temporary employment. The methods most frequently used were private 
employment agencies, state employment agencies, friends and relatives, 
help wanted advertisements, and direct application to employers. Of these, 
the most effective sources in seeking reemployment were friends and 
TABLE 52. DISTRIEUTIOX OF FIRST WILID@ RESP0::SES EY MOBILITY 
VERSUS EDUCATIOliAL ATTAINNEIT ((Percentages) 
Less than High School 1 I 12.2% lo  -5% I a.n 58.677 
Educational Attainment 
High School 
Trade/Tcchnical School 
Associate  Degree 
Bachelor's Degree I 412 1 24.0 16.5 1 9.0 50.5 
Has t e r ' s  Degree 1 100 1 31.0 20.0 I 9.0 40.0 
- 
- -- 
Did Sot ?love t o  Accept Job 
From Hnich Layed Off 
Noved S incc  Dld Not 'love 
Layoff Srnce Layoff 
Number of 
Rcspcnse 
Doctorate  Degree 
Moved To Accept Job 
Fron h-nich Layed Off 
Moved Since Did Not Move 
Layoff Since Layoff 
v 
TABLE 53. DXSlXIBUTION OF TOLI,OI<-UP RESPOKSES BY MOBILITY 
VERSUS EDUCATIO1;AL ATTAIhVEhT (Percentages) - 
T o t a l  
Educat ional  Attainment 
Less than High School 
itigh School 
1,934 17. PIo 12.3% 
Eloved To Accept Job 
From Which Layed Off 
TradelTechnical School I 98 / 11.2 12.2 I 5 . 1  7 1 . 5  
10.2% 59.8% 
Did Tot Hove To Accept Job 
From Which Laved Off 
Number of 
Responses 
.%ssociatc Dcgree 
Bachelor's D c g r e  
> las te r ' s  Degree I 11 1 36.4 18.2 1 0 .0  45.4 
Moved Since Did Xot Move 
Layoff S ince  1.ayoff 
Doctorate Degree 1 I 0.0 50.0 1 0 .0  50 .0  
Moved S ince  Did Not >Love 
Layaff Since Layoff 
Total  
-- 
462 
I 
15.4% 9.7% 8 .7% 65 .?b  
TABLE 5 4 .  DISTRIIlUTION OF FIRST ELkILING RESPONSES BY PIOBILITY 
VERSUS AGE (Pe rcen tages )  
----- 
?loved To Accept Job  
From Which Laycd Off 
Age Distribution 
TABLe55. DISTRIBUTION OF FOLLOW-UP RESPONSES BY MOBILITY 
VERSUS AGE (Percentages)  
- 
Did Not Move To Accept Job 
From Which Layed Off 
T o t a l  
Age D i s t r i b u t i o n  
1 
Number Of 
Responses 
-- 
1,932 
Moved S i n c e  Did Not Piove 
Layoff S i n c e  Layoff 
+ 
Number Of 
Responses 
Moved S i n c e  D i d  Not Plove 
Layoff S ince  Layoff 
17.6% 12.2% 10.2% 60.0% 
Noved To Accept Job  
From Which Layed Off 
PIoved S ince  Did Not Move 
Layoff S i n c e  Layoff 
Did Not Move To A c c e p t  J o b  
From Which Layed O f f  
Eloved S i n c e  D i d  Not Movc 
Layoff S i n c e  Layoff 
TABLE 56. DIST"hIBUTION OF FIRST MI\ILIKG RESPONSES El! ?IOEILIlY 
VERSUS SEX AND HIWITAL STATUS (Percentages)  
S e x h l a r i t a l  S t a t u s  
TABLE 57. DISTEYIELITIOY 02 FOLLOii-UP r\ESPOt;SES El' MBILITY 
VERSUS SEX AN3 ? W . I T L  STATUS (Percentages)  
T o t a l  
Numbcr of 
Responses 
- 
' $loved To Accept  J o b  I Did Not Move To Accept Job F ron  Which Layed Off From L 'hic l~  Layed Off 
Moved S i n c e  Did Not Piove 1 Moved S i n c e  Did Nct Move 
Layoff S i n c e  Layoff Layoff S i n c e  Layoff 
I 
1,943 17.69, 12.2% I 10.2% 60.0% 
-- 
?loved To Accept  J o b  Did Not Move To Accept  J o b  
F ron  Which Layed Off From h'hich Layed O f f  
?loved S i n c e  ' Did Not Move Moved S i n c e  Did Not Move 
Layoff  S i n c e  Layoff 1 Layoff S i n c e  Layoff 
I 
S e x h a r i t a l  S t a t u s  
T o t a l  
Number of 
Responses 
464 16.4::  9 . n  8.6% 65.3% 
TABLE 58. DISTI:IBUTION OF FIRST MILING RESPONSES BY MOVES T(L a A w  LOCATION VERSUS ~EGION 
blOVEU FRCV.I (FOR PERSONS la10 RELOCATED TO ACCEFT TliE JOB FR(T..l WlIIClI THEY hTU. LAID OFF) 
Loca t ion  Moved From 
Mideast  1 2 0 0 0 0 3 
' / ( 0 - 9 )  
PlanL Loca t ion  
T o t a l  I 4 25 135 25 18 14 4 Percen tages  (1.2) (7.2) (38.9) (7.2) (5.2) (4.0) (1.2) 
Ncw Mid South G r e a t  South Rocky F a r  
England E a s t  E a s t  Lakes P l a i n s  West Ntns. V ~ s t  
" Sou theas t  
Southwest 
F a r  lJes t 
U n c l n s s i f i e d  
TABLE 59. DISTRIBUTIOS OF FOLLOl4-UP W:SPONSES BY KOVES TO PLANT LOCATION VERSUS = G I G  !!OVED 
FROM (FOR PERSONS WHO WLOCATED TO ACCEPT TIIE JOB FRW T m ~ ~ ~ ~  THEY LAD O'F) 
-
T o t a l  
( P e r c e n t a g e s )  
1 11 123 15 13 7 2 15 187 
(53.9) 
0 0 5 0 0 1 0 3 9 
(2.6) 
2 6 2 9 4 4 2 103 132 
(38.0)  
1 7 3 1 1 2 0 1 16 
(4*6) 
Sou theas t  
SouLhwcst 
Far  Wcst 
U n c l a s s i f i e d  
T o t a l  2 38 5 2 3 
(2.7) (2.7) (51.4) (6.8) (2.7) (4.0) 
--- 
-- 
-- 
-- - 
TABLE 60. DISTRIBUTION oi: FIRST FIAILIZ RESPONDES BY n m s  PL.xr LOCATION VERSUS 
REGIOZI MOL'ED TO (FOR PERSOXS Wl1O HAVE RELCCATED SINCE TiEIR LAYOFF) 
I L o c a t i o n  To Which P:oved 
I 
New Mid S o u t h  G r e a t  S o u t h  Rocky F a r  
P l a n t  L o c a t i o n  England E a s t  E a s t  Lakes  P l a i n s  West N t n s .  West T o t a l  
N i d e s s t  
S o u t h e a s t  I 13 1 1 9  1 7  1 2  2 0  8 1 6  
F e r  West 1 7 6 9 8 7 7 124 
U n c l a s s i f i e d  1 6 8 0 2 4 0 2 
T o t a l  1 2  2 7 1 3 5  2 7 23  3 3  1 5  142 (2.9) (6.5) (32.6) (6.5) (5.6) (8.0) (3.6) (34.3) 
TABLE 61. DISTRIBUTION OF FOLLOU-UP RESPONSES BY NWES FRC(.: xkSl! LOCATIOX VERSUS 
E G I O S  EOVED TO (FOR PERSONS CJtiO HAVE RELOCL.TED SIXCE T E I R  LAYOFF) 
S o u t h e a s t  
- 
F a r  Ires t 
T o t a l  
( P e r c e n t a g e s )  _ P l a t  L o c a t i o n  
L o c a t i o n  To Which Xovel 
h'ew Mid S o u t h  G r e a t  S o u t h  Rocky Far 
England klest  E a s t  Lakes  P l a i n s  K e s t  b l tns .  West 
TABLE 62. DISTRIEUTION OF FIRST PIAILING ESPONSES BY ?TXODS USED TO SEEK POLOFZ?;T VEItSUS 
USEFULNESS OF METHODS FOR TtiOSE PEXSOXS kFIO FOUND EtTPL0YlE:;T (CO~':;TS/?E?.CEI\T;AG~S) 
NO t Used and Use6 b ~ t  Did 
Methods Used t o  Seek Employoient Avai lable  Did no t  Cse Found Helpful Not F - l d  be1p u l  T o c a !  
Assistance from company from which l a i d  off 697 189 57 216 I159 
(60.1) (16.3) (4.9) (18.7) (100.0) 
Labor unions 
Profess iona l / t r ade  o rgan iza t ions  
P r i v a t e  employment agencies 
S t a t e  employment agencies  
Friends and r e l a t i v e s  
Help wanted advert isements  
. Direct  app l ica t ion  t o  employers 
Others 1 6 5 7 2 1 8 5 
(1.2) (7.0) (67.1) (24.7) (100°C) 
TABLE 63. DISTRIBUTION OF FOLLOW-UP RESPONSES BY !STHC=S USED TO SEEK EKE'LO:?E?7 i 1 3 S L S  
USEFULNESS OF METHODS FOR THOSE PERSOXS  no F C L ~  E~~LOI>E:Z  (CCL:ZS/FZ:CS:KZGE~) 
Not . Used and Used bur DLd 
nethods Used t o  Seek Employment Avai lable  Did not Use Found Helpful Xot Tied K e l p f u l  
Assistance from company from which l a i d  o f f  
Labor unions 
Profess iona l / t r ade  o rgan iza t ions  
P r i v a t e  employment agencies  
S t a t e  employment agencies  
Friends and r e l a t i v e s  
Help wanted advert isements  
Direct  app l ica t ion  t o  employers 
Others 
r e l a t i v e s ,  d i r e c t  a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  employers, and he lp  wanted advert isements .  
P r i v a t e  and s t a t e  employment agencies  d id  no t  appear  t o  be e f f ec t i -ve  t o o l s  
a t  a l l  i n  seeking  reemployment. 
Tables  64 and 65 summarize f a c t o r s  t h a t  respondents  c laim 
caused them d i f f i c u l t y  i n  ga in ing  reemployment. The most important 
f a c t o r  c o n t r i b u t i n g  t o  t h e i r  d i f f i c u l t i e s  was t h e  f a c t  t h a t  they  f e l t  
t h e r e  were no jobs a v a i l a b l e  t o  match t h e i r  t r a i n i n g  and exper ience ,  
Other s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c t o r s  were t h a t  t hey  f e l t  t h a t  they were e i t h e r  t o o  
o ld  o r  t h a t  t h e  wage and s a l a r y  o f f e r s  were too  low. 
TABLE 64. DISTRIEUTION OF FIRST I.[nILIXG RESPONSES b'i REA5OSS FOX DIFF1CL"ITY 
I N  FINDING RE-EEPLOYHENT FOR TIiOSE PCRSO:;S STILL C:*E?C?L.CYED 
(COUNT/PERCENTACES) 
Too old 
Too l i t t l e  education 
Too extensive t r a i n i n g  requ i red  
Too spec ia l i zed  education 
Too low wage/salary o f f e r s  
Not w i l l i n g  t o  r e l o c a t e  
Job oppor tun i t i e s  not  i n  d e s i r a b l e  loca t ion  
TABLE 65. DISTRIBUTION OF FOLLOW-UP tfAILING RESPC?ISES 3P PZIS3XS ti^ ?. DIFICULF: I!; FIXDIXG 
RE-EPPLOYXENT FOR THOSE PERSONS STILL L%liE?PLV:XD (CZ:X;,'?I?,CE:7.:C5S) 
Most Second ?-. ~ n r r d  . 
Important Eost  I q o r t a n t  Xost k p o r t a n t  
D i f f i c u l t i e s  D i f f i c u l t y  D i f f i c u l t y  D i f i i c u l t y  
T o t a l  
Sc. o f  
3es2onses 
Too young 
Too Old 
Too l i t t l e  education 
Too extensive t r a i n i n g  required 
Too spec ia l i zed  educat ion 0 11 
Too low wage/salary o f f e r s  
Not w i l l i n g  t o  r e l o c a t e  
Job oppor tun i t i e s  not  i n  d e s i r e d  loca t ion  
DATA PROCESSING PROCEDURES 
Two b a s i c  d a t a  p r o c e s s i n g  methods were used t o  summarize t h e  d a t a  
c o l l e c t e d  by t h e  su rvey .  The f i r s t  method u t i l i z e d  one of t h e  programs i n  
t h e  BIMD s e r i e s  o f  s t a t i s t i c a l  programs prepared  by t h e  U n i v e r s i t y  of 
C a l i f o r n i a .  The program was BMD02S which a n a l y z e s  d a t a  through a  con t ingency  
t a b l e  a n a l y s i s .  T h i s  program was chosen because  of t h e  u t i l i t y  o f  i t s  
o u t p u t ,  It produces  a  c r o s s - t a b u l a t i o n  f requency  t a b l e  f o r  two var izbTes  
a t  a  t i m e ,  a s  w e l l  a s  p e r c e n t a g e  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  f o r  t h e  t a b l e  e n t r i e s ,  and 
t h e  row and column t o t a l s .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  it c a l c u l a t e s  t h e  c h i - s q u a r e  
s t a t i s t i c  measur ing t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  dependency between t h e  two v a r i a b l e s  
b e i n g  t a b u l a t e d .  Fur the rmore ,  i t  i s  a  v e r y  v e r s a t i l e  program i n  t h a t  i t  
a l l o w s  more freedom i n  s p e c i f y i n g  t h e  i n t e r v a l s  a t  which t h e  d a t a  i s  t o  be 
t a b u l a t e d ,  and it i s  v i r t u a l l y  u n l i m i t e d  i n  t h e  number of o b s e r v a t i o n s  which 
can  b e  t a b u l a t e d .  
I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  u s i n g  t h i s  program, s p e c i a l  r o u t i n e s  were programmd 
t o  a l l o w  f o r  more d e t a i l e d  summaries o f  t h e  d a t a .  These s p e c i a l  r o u t i n e s  
were p r i m a r i l y  p r o g r a m e d  t o  d i s p l a y  t h e  d a t a  a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  s k i l l  
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  f a c t o r  c r o s s - t a b u l a t e d  w i t h  o t h e r  v a r i a b l e s .  The e n t r i e s  i n  
t h e  t a b l e  c o n s i s t e d  of averages - -average  l e n g t h  of unemployment, average  
p e r c e n t  o f  t ime  unemployed s i n c e  l a y o f f ,  a v e r a g e  F e d e r a l ,  S t a t e  and l o c a l  
r evenue  l o s s ,  and average  p e r s o n a l  loss--and c e l l  f r e q u e n c i e s ,  o r  c o u n t s ,  
f o r  each  c e l l  o f  t h e  c r o s s - t a b u l a t i o n ,  Fur the rmore ,  s e p a r a t e  t a b u l a t i o n s  were 
programmed f o r  each of t h e  f o u r  c a t e g o r i e s  of employment s t a t u s  (permanently 
employed, t e m p o r a r i l y  employed, unemployed/seeking work, and l e f t  t h e  work 
f o r c e )  and f o r  each s e x  a s  w e l l  a s  t o t a l  r e s p o n s e ;  
Average l e n g t h  of unemployment was c a l c u l a t e d  from t h e  h i s t o r y  of 
unemployment p rov ided  by t h e  r e s p o n d e n t s .  They were  asked t o  l i s t  t h e  month 
and y e a r  i n  which each of t h e i r  p e r i o d s  of unemployment began and ended, 
D i f f e r e n c e s  were c a l c u l a t e d ,  i n  t e rms  o f  weeks, which were summed over 
p e r i o d s  of unemployment, and t h e s e  sums were averaged f o r  each c e l l  o f  the 
c r o s s - t a b u l a t i o n  b e i n g  p r e p a r e d .  
The p e r c e n t  of t ime unemployed s i n c e  l a y o f f  was c a l c u l a t e d  a s  t h e  
r a t i o  of t h e  t o t a l  t ime unemployed t o  t h e  t o t a l  t ime t r a n s p i r e d  from t h e  
t ime of t h e  l a y o f f  t o  t h e  d a t e  o f  m a i l i n g  of t h e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e ,  February  1 2 ,  
1971. These p e r c e n t a g e s  were averaged f o r  each c e l l  of t h e  c r o s s -  
t a b u l a t i o n ,  
Economic l o s s  c a l c u l a t i o n s  were  b a s e d  on d a t a  c o l l e c t e d  from 
s e v e r a l  s o u r c e s :  
( I )  Department of t h e  T r e a s u r y ,  I n t e r n a l  Revenue 
S e r v i c e ,  S t a t i s t i c s  of Income, 1968 ( I n d i v i d u a l  
Tax R e t u r n s ) ,  
(2 )  U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of t h e  
Census,  S t a t i s t i c a l  A b s t r a c t  of t h e  Uni ted  S t a t e s ,  
1970, 
(3)  Commerce Clea r inghouse ,  Inc . ,  S t a t e  Tas  Handboolc, 
October 1, 1970, 
(4) Tax Founda t ion ,  Inc. ,  C i t y  Income Taxes,  1967, 
(5) The Counc i l  of S t a t e  Governments, 1ncor.e and 
S a l e s  Taxes:  The 1970 Out look,  Januar>-,  1966, 
(6) O p t i o n a l  S a l e s  Tax T a b l e s  from Income Tax Return 
I n s t r u c t i o n s  f o r  1968, 1969, and 1970, and 
(7)  O f f i c e  of t h e  Judge Advocate Genera l ,  USAF Head- 
q u a r t e r s ,  A 1 1 , S t a t e s  Income Tax Gutde,  December, 
1970. 
For  t h e  c a l c u l a t i o n s  of revenue l o s s e s  ( F e d e r a l ,  S t a t e ,  and L o c a l ) ,  
a c t u a l  e s t i m a t e d  incomes were  f i r s t  s t r a t i f i e d  i n t o  a d j u s t e d  incoine groups  
a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  s t a t e  l o c a t i o n  o f  t h e  p l a n t  from which t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  was 
l a i d  o f f .  ( I t  was assumed t h a t  a  p e r s o n ' s  Locat ion r e a a i n e d  t h e  same a s  
t h e  p l a n t  l o c a t i o n  from which t h e y  were  l a i d  o f f  .) T ~ b l e  66 summarizes 
t h e  s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  used,  showing t h e  i n t e r v a l s  f o r .  a c t u a  1 s a l a r i e s  which 
d e f i n e  t h e  a d j u s t e d  income group f o r  each  s t a t e  l o c a t i o n .  
F e d e r a l  revenue l o s s  was c a l c u l a t e d  by f i r s t  a d j u s t i n g  a c t u a l  
incones  and t h e n  a p p l y i n g  a  t a x  f a c t o r .  The a d j u s t m e c t  f a c t o r s  a p p l i e d  
t o  a c t u a l  income a r e  shown i n  T a b l e  67. These f a c t o r s  were  m u l t i p l i e d  by 
a c t u a l  incomes t o  y i e l d  a d j u s t a b l e  t a x a b l e  income. T c 3 l e  68 s h o ~ ~ s  t h e  
f a c t o r s  used t o  c a l c u l a t e  F e d e r a l  income t a x e s  based cpon a d j u s t e d  t a x a b l e  
incomes and number o f  dependen ts  r e p o r t e d .  The a d j u s t e d  t a x a b l e  income 
was m u l t i p l i e d  by t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  f a c t o r  from t h e  t a b l e  t o  e s t i m a t e  Federal 
Income Taxes.  These c a l c u l a t i o n s  were made f o r  bo th  t h e  e s t i m a t e d  ac tua l .  
TABLE 66. STRATIFICATION INTO ADJUSTED IXCOXE GIOUPS U S E D  UPON 
ACTUAL SAIARY AND GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 
Ax te 1 D i s t r i c t  O t h e r s  of New (National  
Income Group Alabam Cal i fo rn ia  Columbia F lo r ida  Louisiana X i s s i s s i p p i  J e r s e y  Texas Averages) 
8 
18700 17700 17400 16500 18100 17900 17900 17700 17630 
9 and over and over and over and over and over and over and over  and over a n d  aver  
TABLE 67. ADJCSRtENT FACTORS USED TO COWERT ACTUAL INCOMES 
TO ADJUSTED TAWlBLE INCO$S 
- 
D i s t r i c t  O t h e r s  
of New (Natronal 
labama Ca l i fo rn ia  Columbia Florida Louisiana ? l i s s i s s ipp i  J e r s e y  Texas Ave ra  j e s )  
TABLE 68. FACTORS USED TO ESTIMATE FEDERAL INCOPE TAX 
Dependency 
Group 
Adjus ted  
Income Group 
S ix 
One 7 3 ~ 0  Three  Four Five o r  more 
Dependent Dependents Dependents Dependents Dependents Dependents 
income o f  t h e  respondent and the  est imated expected income had he not 
been l a i d  o f f .  The Fede ra l  revenue l o s s  (or  ga in)  was est imated a s  the 
d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  fxo es t imated  Federa l  income taxes .  
Tables  69 through 7 6  were used t o  c a l c u l a t e  s t a t e  and l o c a l  s a l e s  
t a x  revenues. The s a l e s  t a x  l o s s  (or  gain)  was c a l c u l a t e d  a s  the d i f f e r e n c e  
between est imated a c t u a l  s a l e s  t a x  and est imated expected s a l e s  t a x  i n  the  
c a s e  of no l a y o f f .  
Separa te  s t a t e  income t a x  models were programmed, wherever 
app l i cab le  f o r  each of t h e  s t a t e s  represented  by respondents .  Table 77 
surmnarizes t h e  procedures followed. The b a s i c  approach was t o  f i r s t  
e s t ima te  t axab le  income from ad jus t ed  income l e s s  a l lowable  deduct ions ,  
Then formulas f o r  c a l c u l a t i n g  income t a x  (according t o  s t a t e  t ax ing  
methods) were app l i ed  t o  t he  t axab le  incomes and f u r t h e r  a l lowable  deduct ions 
were s u b t r a c t e d ,  F i n a l l y ,  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between est imated a c t u a l  and 
es t imated  expected s t a t e  o r  l o c a l  income taxes  was c a l c u l a t e d  a s  the  revenue 
l o s s  ( o r  ga in)  . 
Personal  l o s s  o r  ga in  was based upon s e v e r a l  ca t egor i e s  of cos t s  
o r  income experienced by the  respondents.  These were: 
( I )  d i f f e r e n c e s  between expected wages i f  t h e r e  had been no 
l ayo f f  and a c t u a l  wages earned,  
(2) d i f f e r e n c e  i n  Federa l ,  S t a t e ,  and l o c a l  . taxes paid 
under a c t u a l  es t imated  income and expected income i n  
t h e  case  of  no l a y o f f ,  
(3 )  government compensation rece ived ,  
(4) lump sum payments received a t  the  t ime of l a y o f f ,  
(5) job s e a r c h  and r e l o c a t i o n  c o s t s ,  and 
(6)  any o t h e r  c o s t s  l i s t e d  by the  respondents .  
These c o s t s  o r  income were combined i n t o  a  t o t a l  personal  l o s s  or  g a i n  f o r  
t h e  respondents.  
Once these  c a l c u l a t i o n s  of economic l o s s  o r  ga in  were completed, 
they  were averaged f o r  each c e l l  of t h e  c ros s - t abu la t ions  s p e c i f i e d  and 
t h e  averages were l i s t e d .  
TABLE 69. AVERAGE SALES TAX PER YEAR BY ADJUSTED INCOME GROUP AND 
WBEK OF DEPENDENTS FOR THE STATE OF AUBAbL4 
TABLE 70. AVERAGE SALES TAX PER YEAR BY ADJUSTED INCOPE GGRO'JP AhD 
NUEIBER OF DEPEIkDENTS FOR.THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
Income Group 
Depcndency 
Group S ix  
Adjusted TGo Three Four Five o r  more 
Income Group Dependent Dependents Dependents Dependents Dependents Dependexis 
- 
S i x  
One Two Three Four Five o r  more 
Dependent Dcpendents Dependents Depcndents Dependents Dependents 
1 $ 47 $ 55 $ 62 $ 67 $ 72 $ 7 5  
TABLE 71. AVER4GE SALES TAX PER YEAR EY ADJUSTED INCOPK GROUP AND 
NUfBER OF DEPENDENTS FOR TILE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
TABLE 72. AVERAGE SALES TAX PER YEAR BY ADJUSTED INCOME GROUP AND 
W E R  OF DEPENDENTS FOR THE STATE OF FLORIDA 
Income Group 
- 
Dependency 
Group S i x  
Ad jus tcd  Two Threc Four Five o r  more 
Income Group Dependent Dependents Dependents Dependents Dependents Dependents 
* S i x  
One Two Three Four Five o r  niore 
Dependent Dependents Dependents Dependents Dependents Dcpendents 
1 $ 34 $ 39 $ 48 $ 48 $ 52 $ 52 
TABLE 73. AYEPAGE SALES X Y  PER YEAR BY ADJUSTED IKCOXE GBOUP A:;D 
hT?BER OF DEPENDSTS FOR TtIE STATE OF LOUISMW. 
S i x  
One 'Pwo Tinree Four F i v e  o r  more  / D e p n d e n t  DepenCents Dependents  Dependents  Pependents  De;ei..dcncs 
TABLE 74. AIZPAGE SALES W Y  PER YEAR BY ADJUSTED INCOXE GXOUP AAT 
hI?fBER OF DEP-WENTS FOR THE STATE OF ~USSISSIB?L 
- 
. . S i x  
Two T h r e e  Four F i v e  o r  - o r e  
; Dependent  Dependents  Dependents  Dependents  3ependen t s  D e ~ e n d e a c s  
1 $ 58 $ 69 $ 83 $ 83 $ 91 S 91 
TABLE 75. AVEIt4CE SALES 'LLK PER YEAR EY XOJCSTED INCOX GROUP XhD 
NLXEER OF DEPENDENTS FOR THE STATE OF NEW JERSM 
S i x  
b e  Two Three  Four F ive  o r  more 
Incone Group Dependent Dependents Dependents Dependents Ce?exdents De7enden:s 
1 $ 19 $ 19 $ 19 $ 19 $ 25 $ 25 
TABLE 76. AVLMGE SALES TAX PER YEAR BY ZDJUSTED INCOZ GRCVP A!?? 
h'LQ3ER OF DEPENDENTS FOR THE STATE OF TEXAS 
Dependency 
Group Six 
Adjus t ed  Two Three  Four  Five  o r  v c r e  
Incone  Group Dependent Dependents Dependents Dependents 'Jepecdents De?enier:s 
TABLE 77.  PROCEDURES FOR CALCULATING STATE INCOME TAXES 
. 
Deduct Exempt ions Exempt ions  
Federal  Before A f t e r  Exemptions By Number of Dependents 
Inconle Ca lcu la t ing  Ca lcu la t ing  1 2 3 4 5 6 
S t a t e  Tax Taxes Taxes o r  more Tax Formula 
Alabama Yes Yes No $1500 $3000 $3300 $3600 $3900 $4200 Tax = .015 ( F i r s t  $1000) 
+,030 (Next $2000) 
+.045 (Next $2000) 
+. 050 (Remainder) 
C a l i f o r n i a  No No Yes 25 50 58 66 74 82 Tax = . O l  ( F i r s t  $1000) 
+.02 (Next $1500) 
+.03 (Next $1500) 
+.04 (Next $1500) 
f .05  (Next $1500) 
For One Dependent 
Tax = .01 ( F i r s t  $1000) 
f .02  (Next $3000) 
+.03 (Next $3000) 
+.04 (Next $3000) 
+.05 (Next $3000) 
f . 0 6  (Next $3000) 
+.07 (Next $3000) 
+.08 (Next $3000) 
+.09 (Next $3000) 
+. 10  (Remainder) 
For 'lko o r  More 
Dependents 
1000 2000 2500 3000 3500 4000 Tax = .02 (b'LrsL $1000) 
+. 03 (Next $1000) 
+.04 (Next $1000) 
+.05 (Next $2000) 
+.06 (Next $3000) 
+.07 (Next $4000) 
+.08 (Next $5000) 
+.09 (Next $5000) 
+. 10 (Remainder) 
F lo r ida  No Income Tax 
District o f  No Ycs 
Columbia 
Louisiana No Yes No 2500 5000 5400 5800 6200 6600 Tax = .02 ( F i r s t  $10,000) 
+.04 (Next $40,000) 
+.06 (Next $50,000) 
PfissFssippF No Yes No 4000 6000 6000 6000 6000 6000 Tax = .03 ( F i r s t  $5000) 
+.04 (Remainder) 
New J e r s e y  No Income Tax 
Texas No Income Tax 
APPENDIX 
SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
I OillB No. 101-SIO00.3 
/ Approval Expires August 30, 1971 1 
Survey Employees Affected 
R e d u c t i o n s  in NASA Contracts  
The National Aeronautics and Space Administration, with the assistance of Battelle 
Memorial Institute, is conducting a survey of contractor employees affected by reduc- 
tions in the NASA program. The information gained as a result of this study will be 
useful in achie~ing a better understanding of the economic impact of aerospace 
contract cutbacks; in assessing the future availability of aerospace skills for application 
t o  new space, aeronautical, and other scientific and technological activities; in develop- 
ing improved programs to  cushion the adverse effects of contract cutbacks; and in 
solving the re-employment problems of workers who have been layed off. Specifically, 
the objectives of this study are: 
(1) to determine the extent and duration of your unemployment and the 
extent to which your skills are presently being utilized; 
( 2 )  to identify major obstacles you may have encountered in finding other 
jobs; 
(3) to evaluate the assistance you received in seeking reemployment; 
(4) to investigate the occupational and geogaphic mobility of unemployed 
aerospace workers; and 
(5) to determine the kind of employees affected by the cutbacks, the 
number of family members affected, and the resources they had to  
draw on during the transition to other employment. 
Information of this kind can best be provided by those who have actually experienced 
a layoff in the aerospace industry. Accordingly, we have drawn a representative sample 
of such individuals to  whom we are sending the enclosed questionnaife. For this study 
t o  be successful, it is necessary that all members of the sample provide complete 
answers to all the questions, whether or not they have experienced difficulties as the 
result of the layoff. May we ask you to  cooperate in this important study by returning 
the completed questionnaire within 3 days of receipt, using the enclosed pre-addressed 
postage-paid envelope. 
Your answers to this questionnaire will be treated as confidential. No information 
identifying specific individuals will be released to any outside organizations or 
individuals. 
Thunk you for your assistance. 
Sincerely yours, 
R. W. House 
Manager 
Social and Systems Sciences Se c t' ion 
BATTELLE MEMORIAL INSTITUTE 
Columbus Laboratories 
505 King Avenue 
Columbus, Ohio 43201 
General Instructions: 
Wherever information is requested, please enter the data in the blanks provided. If a cl-eoice i s  
offered, please enter the number which most closely matches your choice in the dash(es) provided to 
the right of the questions. Place only one number on each dash. The position of the decimal point or 
commas for numerical answers has been indicated in the answer space. The small numbers &\ow 
many dashes are for Baaelle's data-processing purposes only. Where dates are requested, please 
indicate months by the numbers 1 to  12 ar?d give the last two digits of the year. For example, 
February 9, 1969, would be 0 2/0 9 169. 
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR AEROSPACE EMPLOYEES 
AFFECTED BY NASA CONTRACT REDUCTIONS 
The following questions pertain to your layoff from 
Today's Date - - / - - 
6 / -7-  A - 
9. FORMER EMPLOYkdENT 
A.  Did you relocate when you accepted the job from which you were laid off? .................................. - 12 
(1) Yes (2) N o  
If yes, please indicate location you moved from. 
County 
State 
.................................................................................................................................... Zip Code 
- .-. - - - 
13 
B. What kind of work were you doing at the time of your layoff (e.g., stock clerk, typist, 
mechanical draftsman, electrical engineer)? 
C. Please indicate your wage or salary (before taxes) at the time of your layoff and the number for 
the time period on which it was based. (For example enter "2" for "per week" if your wages 
. .............................................. ................................................................................ were weekly .) : $ - - - -. - - - 
18 
(1) Hour (4) Month 
.................................................................................... (2) Week (5) Year - 
(3) 2-Week 25 
D. Considering your income and that of your spouse and other family members living with you at 
the time, what percentage of your family's total income was provided by your job at the time of 
your layoff? 
(1) 0-19% 
(2) 20-39% .................................................................................. - 
(3) 40-59% 2 6  
2. HISTORY OF EMPLOVMENTIUNEMPLOYndENT 
A. What is your current employment status? 
(1) I am employed at a job which I consider permanent 
(2) I am employed at a job which I consider temporary 
............................................ - (3) I am not working but I am seeking a job 2 7 
(4) 1 a111 not  working and I am not currently seeking a job because 
(1) 1 an1 rt.tirt:d 
( 2 )  I a111 t:ihing a vacation 
( 3 )  I am going to school (4) , fan*ily responsibilities ............................................................................. - 
29 
( 5 )  1 a111 ailing 
(6) Other (specify) 
2. CONTINUED 
B. Please sumnlarize your Es tory  of employment and unemployment since January, 1968, by 
indicating the  months and years of each period of uneniployment. 
''73b' 
O N  Y E - ?  
First period of unemployment ........................................................... - - / - - 
29 
........................................................... Second period of unemployment - - / - -  
. ........................................................... Third period of u:lemployment - - / -- 
Four th  period of unemployn~ent  ........................................................... - - / - - 
C. Have you received une~nployment  con~pensation a t  any time since January, !96S? ................... - 
6 1 
If yes, indicatt: the  total number of weeks compensated, and the average compensation per week 
Weeks .................................................................................................................................... - - 
.......................................................................................................................... Dollarslweek $=- -  . O O  
D. Have you received any other financial assistance from a government agency a t  any time s ime  
January, 1968? ............................................................................................................................ - 
6 7 '  
If yes, indicate the  total number of weeks and the average compensation per week. 
Weeks ................................................................................................................................. -- 
E. A t  the  time of your layoff, did y o u  receive a lump sum payment from the company? (e.g., 
severance pay, unused vacation, etc.) ......................................................................................... - 
7 3 
. If yes, amount  (nearest $10) ....................................................................................................... - - - - - 00 
7 1: 
IF YOU ARE CURRENTLY UNEMPLOYED, PLEASE GO TO QUESTION NO. 4 I (I! 
3. CURRENT EMPLOYMENT (COMPLETE ONLY IF CURRENTLY EMRLOYED) 
A. In  what kind of business or industry are you currently employed? (Select one of the items 
below.) 
( 1) aerospace (7) wholesale o r  retail trade 
(2)  manufacturing other than ( 9 )  finance, insurance and real estate 
aerospace I 9) education 
(3) agriculture ( 10) Federal Gover~lment  
( 3 )  mining ( 1  1) S t ~ t e  Governrncnt 
( 5) constniction (1  2)  Local Government 
(6)  transportation, communication. ( 13) Other (specify) 
public u t i l i t i ~ s  
B. W h s t  kind of work are you doing (e.g., stock clerk, typist, mechanical draftsman, electric.ll 
engineer)? 
............................................................. Is  this kind of work ! 1) full time (2)  p ~ t  time - 
5 
Ilow much is this klnd of work related to your work at  time of l ~ y o f f ?  ...................................... - 
( 1) highly rciatrd 
(2 )  sor~ie\vhat r ~ l ~  ted 
(3)  livt r e l ~ t e d  
3. CONTINUED 
C. k!e are intcrested in knowing how your current job is rclated to your education, training, and 
previous experience. How are the requirements or duties of your present job related to. . .  
Enter (1)  for hjgllly related, 
(2) for somewhat related, 
... (3) for not related at all 
your aerospace experience? , ... 
10 
skills you obtained through education? , 
... skills you obtained through your other work experience? 
D. How does your present job cornpare with the job yoti held at the time of your layoff in each of 
the following respects: 
Enter ( 1) for worse, 
(2) for same, 
(3) for better 
Pay - 
Fringe benefits - 
Working conditions - 
Full use of skills - 
Job security - 
Commuting conditions - 
Others (specify): 
E. Please indicate your present wage or salary (before taxes) and the number for the time period on 
. ......................................................................................................................... which i t  is based $ - - - - - - - 
2 2  
(1) Hour 
(2) Week ........................................................................................ - 
29  (3) 2-Week 
4. EMPLOYMENT SEARCH 
A. In your total experience since the layoff indicated above, how much difficulty would you say 
you have had in finding work? ................................................................................................... - 3 ': 
(1) much (3) little 
(2) some (4) none 
If you had difficulties, rank the three major causes: 
dl 
(1) Too young (7) Not willing to relocate 
(2) Too old (8) Job opportunities not in 
(3) Too little education a desirable location 
(4) Too extensive retraining (9) No available jobs to match 
required my training and experience 
(5) Too specialized education (1 0) Other (specify) 
(6) Too low wage or salary 
offers 
klosi 
Important - - 
3 1 
Second 
Most 
Important , -
. . . u 
Third 
Slosr 
Important , -
25 
CONTINUED 
4. CONTINUED 
B. Which of the following methods did you use to find work? Enter oneof the following numbers 
for each method: 
(1) Not available Assistance from company from 
( 2 )  Didnot use wlficll you were layed off ................... - 37 
(3) Used and found helpful 
................... (4) Used but did not find helpful Labor unions - 
Professional or trade organizations ................... - 
Private employment agencies ................... 
................... State employment agencies - 
................... Friends and relatives - 
................... Help wanted advertisements - 
Direct application to employers ................... - 
Other (specify) ................... - 
4 5  
C. What is the minimum weekly wage or salary before taxes you would require to accept a 
. .  permanent job.  
... in your present location? Dollars/week S - - - .00 
46 
... if you had to  relocate to some other part of the country? Dollars/week $ - - - . 00 
u9 
5. RELOCATlON EXPERIENCES 
A. Since the time of your layoff indicated at the beginning of this questionnaire, have you 
................................................................................................................................... relocated? - 5 2 
B. If yes, how many miles did you move? ........................................................................................ - - - - 
5 3 WILES 
Please indicate location you moved to 
County 
State 
Zip Code .................................................................................................................................. , -- - - 
5 3  
........................................... What would you say was the most important reason for the move? - 
6 3 
(If more than one move, answer for first move.) 
( 1) unemployed, seeking work (4) transferred by company 
(2) employed, seeking better job (5) family or personal reasons 
(3) to  accept nzw job (6) other (specify) 
C. If you relocated after layoff, please estimate the following approximate costs: (Indicate totai 
costs, even if you did not pay the total.) 
Job search (e.g., plr~celncnt service fws? cost of resumes, erc.) ................. 5 - - - - . 00 
, . 
Commercial n~over's c!zargzs .................................................................... $ _ - - . 0 _) 
., . 
Actual money lost due to sale or repossession of your house 
(figurc aclling price 1ni11u~ ihe sum of purshssr price, selling 
......................................................... . costs, .ind of improvi.i,~cntsl $ - . - - -. - 00 
( L  
Other (specify) - $ 
- t. - -- - - .00 
.................. D. When you were layed off. wcrc you (1) rcnfing ( 2 )  buyir?? or ov.;rring a tiousc - 
* 3 
. . 
.......................... If buying, was your niortgc~gc i;isarc!l by (1) 1711A ( 7 )  V.4 (3) Other - 
? .  
I f  buying, was i t  nccess;try f o r  >IOU to givc up your housc due iu  financial dil':'iculries'.? ............... - 
12 
6. APPLICATiOM OF AEROSPACE SKILLS 
A. During your entire work career, for how many years have you worked in the aerospace industry 
(all companies)? .......................................................................................................................... - - 
14' 
B. On the basis of your principal duties, please indicate from the list below the type of job you 
held at the time of your layoff. .............................................................................................. - - 
16 
(1) Production (6 )  Basic research 
(2) Maintenance and support services (7) Design and development 
(3) Office and clerical support (8) Test and evaluation 
(4) Administration (9) Documentation 
(5) Sales and marketing (1 0) Other (specify) 
~ l s o  from this list, please indicate the type of job you now hold (if currently employed) ........... - - 
18 
.................................. C. Are you currently making plans to change your industry of employment? - 
2G 
If yes, t o  what industry? 
Are you currently making plans to  change your occupation of employment? ............................. - 2 i 
(1) Yes 
(2) n o  
If yes, to what occupation? 
D. Would you be interested in returning to the aerospace industry? 
(1) I am already working in aerospace industry (4) Yes, anywhere in the U.S. 
(2) No, I would not return (5) Yes, in my present locality 
......................... (3) Maybe, depending on circumstances (6) Yes, in: - 
(1) West Coast 2 5  
(2) North East 
(3) South East 
(4) South West 
......................... (5) Mid West - 
22 
E. We are interested in your opinions of the aerospace industry. Specifically, what do you think 
about layoffs in the aerospace industry? They are: ..................................................................... - 
2- 
(1) Acceptable in view of the other benefits 
(2) An unfortunate hardship 
(3) Sufficient cause to leave the industry permanently 
7. DEMOGRAPHIC DATA 
A. Individual's data: 
......................................................................................... Your age (years) - - 
2 S 
Marital status .............................................................................................. 
- 
e - 
( 1) single (2) married (3) other (widowed, divorced, separated) 
Sex ............................................................................................................ 2 ;  
(1) male (2) female 
7. CONTINUED 
B. Family members supported in part or in total by you (include yourself) N U M B E R  OF M E M B E R S  
0-6 years of age - - 
29 
7- 12 years of age - - 
13-18 yearsof age - - 
Over 18 years of age - - 
3 5 
C. Educational attainment 
If Diploma/Certification received, enter year of highest award 
Number of years attended 
High School - - 19- - 
37 
Trade or Technical School - - 9- - 
College or University - - 19 - - 
4 5 
D. College degree fields 
(Enter number of field corresponding to each degree) 
(1) Physics (9) Aeronautical engineering 
(2) Other physical sciences (10) Industrial engineering 
(3) Life sciences (1 1) Other engineering 
(4) Social sciences ( 12) Professions (medicine, law) 
(5) Humanities (1 3) Business 
( 6 )  Mathematics (14) Other (specify) 
(7) Mechanical engineering 
Associate 
Degree - - 
49 
Bachelor's 
Degree - - 
Master's 
Degree - - 
Doctorate 
Degree - - 
5 5 8C ( 3 )  
OMB NO. 104-S7000.3 
Approval Exp~res August 30, 1971 
A S u r v e y  of Employees Amfleeted by 
Reductions in NASA Contrac ts  
Several weeks ago, you received a questionnaire as part of a survey of contractor 
employees affected by reductions in the National Aeronautics and Space Administra- 
tion program, which NASA is conducting with assistance from Battelle Memor~al 
Institute. We are pleased to report that the response rate to this questionnaire has been 
quite good. However, because the conlplete success of a study of this type depends on 
an even higher return rate than we have obtained to date, we urgently request you 
complete and return your copy of the questionnaire. 
If you have returned the completed questionnaire, please disregard this letter. On 
the other hand, if you have misplaced or have not received the original questionnaire, 
an additional copy is enclosed. May we ask your cooperation in this important study 
by returning the completed questionnaire within 3 days of receipt, using the enclosed 
addressed postage-paid envelope. We would be interested in any additional comments 
you may wish to make on the back of the questionnaire, or on a separate sheet. 
The information gained as a result of this study will be useful in solving the 
reemployment problems of workers who have been layed off, in developing improved 
programs to cushion the adverse effects of aerospace contract cutbacks, in achieving a 
better understanding of the economic impact of contract cutbacks, and in assessing the 
future availability of aerospace skills for application to new space, aeronautical, and 
other scientific and technological activities. 
Your answers to this questionnaire will be treated as confidential. No  information 
identifying specific individuals will be released to any outside organizations or 
individuals. 
Thank you for your assistance. 
Sincerely yours, 
R. W. House 
Msnager 
Social and Systems Sciences Secrion 
BATTEttE ME=-TJORlAL IfYSHIT'crTE 
Cc'umbus Lrtljorator~es 
5C3 Kirig Iivciiue 
Cc;'un.t!i~s, Ohio 431101 
